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United States Code to prohibit the assign
ment of a member of an armed force to com
bat area duty if any of certain relatives of 
such member dies, is captured, ls missing in 
action, or ls totally disabled as a result of 
service in the Armed Forces in Vietnam; to 
the Commtttee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. DANIELS (for himself, Mr. 
QuIE, Mr. CAREY, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. 
DENT, Mr. HAWKINS, Mrs. MINK, Mr. 
MEEDS, Mrs. GREEN of Oregon, Mr. 
AYRES, Mr. REID of New York, Mr. 
BELL, Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr. SCH!:RLE, 
Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr. 
THOMPSON, of New Jersey, Mr. 
HOLLAND, Mr. PuCINSKI, Mr. BRADE
MAS, Mr. HATHAWAY, Mr. SCHEUER, 
Mr. BuRTON of California, Mr. 
GooDELL, Mr. GURNEY, and Mr. 
ESCH): 

H.R. 18763. A bill to authorize preschool 
and early education programs for handi
capped children; to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. FRASER: 
H.R. 18764. A b111 to authorize the estab

lishment Of the Voyageurs National Park in 
the State of Minnesota, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

By Mr. MILLER of Ohio: 
H.R.18765. A bill to amend title 10 of the 

United States Code to prohibit the assign
mient of a member of an armed force to com
bat area duty if any of certain relatives of 
such member dies, is captured, is missing in 
action, or ls totally disabled as a result of 
service in the Armed Forces in Vietnam; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. ROTH (for himself, Mr. BEN
NETT, Mr. DEVINE, Mr. DORN, Mr. 
GUDE, Mrs. GRIFFITHS, Mr. GROVER, 
Mr. GURNEY, Mr. HATHAWAY, Mr. 
QuIE, Mr. TEAGUE of California, and 
Mr.VANDERJAGT): 

H.R. 18766. A b111 to establish the Commis
sion for the Improvement of Government 
Management and Organization; to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

By Mr. SAYLOR (for himself, Mr. 
MOORE, Mr. MORGAN, Mr. PERKINS, 
Mr. WAMPLER, Mr. BRAY, Mr. CLARK, 
Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. OLSEN, Mr. BURTON 
of Utah, Mr. BATTIN, Mr. HAYS, Mr. 
SLACK, Mr. DENT, Mr. CARTER, Mr. 
KEE, and Mr. MOORHEAD) . 

H.R.18767. A bill to require congressional 
approval before a license may be granted for 
the construction of any facility for the com
mercial generation of electricity from nu
clear energy; to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. WHITENER: 
H.R. 18768. A bill to ame1nd title 10 of the 

United States Code to prohibit the assign
ment of a member of an armed force to com
bat area duty if any of certain relatives. of 
such member dies, is captured, is missing 
in action, or is totally disabled as a result 
of service in the Armed Forces in Vietnam; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. GOODELL: 
H.J. Res. 1413. Joint resolution to amend 

the Constitution to provide for the direct 
election of the President and the Vice Pres
ident of the United States; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. DWYER: 
H. Res. 1269. Resolution that it is the sense 

of the House of Representatives that the 
United States enter into an agreement with 
the Government of Israel for the sale of 
military planes, commonly known as Phan
tom jet fighters, necessary for Israel's defense 
to an amount which shall be adequate to 
provide Israel with a deterrent force capable 
of preventing future Arab aggression by off
setting sophisticated weapons received by the 
Arab States, and on order for future delivery, 
and to replace losses suffered by Israel in the 
1967 conflict; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, pr..fvate 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. ANNUNZIO: 
H.R. 18769. A bill for the relief of Francesco 

Branca; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 18770. A bill for the relief of Jean 

George Taglis; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr.BELL: 
H.R. 18771. A bill for the relief of Yoko 

Sato; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. BRASCO: 

H.R. 18772. A b111 for the .relief of Antonio 

Candela, his wife, Beatrice, and their child, 
Giovanni; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

H.R. 18773. A bill for the relief of Vincenzo 
Licata; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia: 
H.H. 18774. A bill for the relief of Sara B. 

Nelson; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. CORMAN: 

H.R. 18775. A b111 for the relief of Jung 
Ja Soh; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DADDARIO: 
H.R. 18776. A bill for the relief of Vincenza. 

Incorvaia; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. EDMONDSON: 
H.R. 18777. A b111 for the relief of Loi Sing 

Yip, his wife, Szeto Pik Shun Yip, and their 
minor son, Koon Ying Yip; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOELSON: 
H.R. 18778. A b111 for the relief of Fernando 

Carreira Martins; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania: 
H.R.18779. A bill for the relief of Anthony 

Degleris; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois: 

H.R. 18780. A bill for the relief of Pavlos 
Kosmogiannis; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 18781. A bill for the relief of Miss 
Aurora Ursua; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. PATTEN: 
H.R. 18782. A bill for the relief of Salvatore 

Di Maria; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr.ROTH: 
H.R. 18783. A blll for the relief of Mrs. 

Augusto A. Amurao; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 
H.R. 18784. A bill for the relief of Jong 

Yool Kim; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. CORBE'IT: 
H. Res. 12'70. Resolution to refer the bill 

(H.R. 18305) entitled "A bill for the relief of 
Morris and Lenka Gelb,'' to the chief com
missioner of the Court of ClaJms pursuant to 
sections 1492 and 2509 of title 28, United 
States Code; to the Comm.ittee on the Judi
ciary. 

SENATE-Friday, July 19, 1968 
The Senate met at 12 noon, and was 

called to order by the Vice President. 
Rev. Edward B. Lewis, D.D., pastor, 

Capitol Hill United Methodist Church, 
Washington, D.C., offered the following 
prayer: 

Merciful Father, we are aware as we 
pray that You bestow upon Your children 
gifts that they cannot gain for them
selves. Thus, we need Your blessings for 
this hour. Grant unto the President and 
his advisers wisdom as they deal today 
with the problem of a just solution to 
the Vietnam crisis. Bless our world 
leaders with the awareness that You are 
loving us in our disasters, lighting a way 
in every darkness, strengthening us in 
our weakness, and caring for us in our 
trouble. 

Forgive us our sins and failures. In
spire these men and women of high 
office with calmness and self-control. 
Direct the thinking of men of all na
tions that peace and justice might be 
the fruit of the seeds of righteousness, 
truth, goodness and love. We pray in 
the Master's name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Thurs
day, July 18, 1968, be dispensed with. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that statements 
in relation to the transaotion of routine 
morning business be limited to 3 minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL 
CONFEREE ON S. 3293 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. CANNON] may be 
added as an additional conferee on S. 

3293, the military procurement author
ization bill for fiscal year 1969. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION TOMORROW 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Foreign Relations be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
tomorrow. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN
ATOR McCLELLAN-CONSIDERA
TION OF SENATE RESOLUTION 379 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that at the conclu
sion of the transaction of routine morn
ing business, there may be allowed not 
to exceed 30 minutes on Calendar No. 
1417, Senate :Resolution 379, citing Jeff 
Fort for contempt of the Senate, with the 
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time to be equally divided between the 
minority and majority leaders, or whom
ever they may designate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? The Chair hears none, and it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say, Mr. Pres
ident, that at the conclusion of the de
bate on the resolution, there will be a 
rollcall vote. 

Mr. MANSFIELD subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the yeas and nays be ordered on 
Calendar No. 1417, Senate Resolution 
379. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there a suf
ficient second? There is a suffi.cient sec
ond. The yeas and nays are ordered. 

APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE 
PRESIDENT 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair, 
under the provisions of Public Law 90-
321, appoints the following Senators to 
the National Commission on Consumer 
Finance: Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. PROXMIRE, 
and Mr. BROOKE. 

The Chair, under the provisions of 
Public Law 90-70, appoints the junior 
Senator from California [Mr. MURPHY] 
to the Golden Spike Centennial Celebra
tion Commission to replace the senior 
Senator from California [Mr. KUCHEL], 
resigned. 

The Chair, under the provisions of 
Public Law 74-170, appoints the follow
ing Senators to attend the Interparlia
mentary Union meeting to be held at 
Lima, Peru, on September 5 to 13, 1968: 
Mr. YARBOROUGH, Mr. HART, Mr. BYRD of 
West Virginia, Mr. YOUNG of Ohio, Mr. 
CANNON, Mr. ALLOTT, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
BAKER, Mr. FONG, and :Mr. MILLER. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The VICE PRESIDENT announced 
that on today, July 19, 1968, he signed 
the following enrolled bills and joint res
olution, which had previously been signed 
by the Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives: 

s. 1299. An act to amend the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 to permit regulation of 
the amount of credit that may be extended 
and maintained with respect to securities 
that are not registered on a national securi
ties exchange; 

s. 1418. An act to make several changes in 
the passport laws presently in force; 

S. 1808. An act for the relief of Miss Amalia 
Seresly; 

s. 3245. An act to extend for an additional 
3 years the authorization of appropriations 
under the State Technical Services Act of 
1965; 

H.R. 1879. An act for the relief of Stan
islaw and Julianna Szymonik; 

H.R. 18038. An act making appropriations 
for the legislative branch for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1969, and for other purposes; 
and 

S.J. Res. 160. Joint resolution to amend 
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 to au
thorize an investigation of the effect on the 
securities markets of the operwtion of insti
tutional investors. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States submitting a 

nomination was comml1nicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Geisler, one of his secre
taries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 
As in executive session. 
The VICE PRESIDENT l,aid before the 

Senate ·a message from the President of 
the United states submitting the nomi
nation of Irvine · H. Sprague, of Cali
fornia, to be a member of the Board of 
Directors of the Federal Deposit In
surance Corporation, which was referred 
to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. · 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had ,agreed to the repart of the 
commi•ttee of ·conference cm the disa
greeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H.R. 12120) to assist courts, correc
tional systems, and community agencies 
to prevent, treBlt, and control juvenile 
delinquency; to support research and 
training efforts in the prevention, 
treatment, and control of juvenile de
linquency; and for other puposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed a bill (H.R. 14096) 
to amend the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act to increase the penalties 
for unlawful acts involving lysergic acid 
diethylamide--LSD--and other depres
sant and stimulant drugs, and for other 
purposes, in which it requested the con
currence of the Senate. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message further announced that 

the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills and they 
were signed by the Vice President: 

H.R. 2695. An act for the relief of Donald 
D. Lambert; 

H.R. 3681. An act for the relief of James 
M. Yates; 

H.R. 8087. An act for the relief of Henry 
Gibson; 

H.R. 8809. An act for the relief of Maj. Hol
lis o. Hall; 

H.R. 12120. An act to assist the courts, cor
rectional systems, community agencies, and 
primary and secondary public school systems 
to prevent, treat, and control juvenile delin
quency; to support research and training 
efforts in the prevention, treatment, and con
trol of juvenile delinquency; and for other 
purposes; 

H.R. 14323. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Elise C. Gill; and 

H.R. 18203. An act to increase the size of 
the Board of Directors of Gallaudet College, 
and for other purposes. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The bill <H.R. 1409·6> to amend the 

Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
to increase the penalties for unlawful 
acts involving lyserglc acid diethyl
amide-LSD--and other depressant and 
stimulant drugs, and for other purposes, 
was read twice by its title and referred to 
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare. 

PETITION 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate a resolution adopted by the board 
of supervisors of Westchester County, 
N.Y., praying for the enactment of legis
lation to enact an amendment to the 
U.S. Housing Act of 1937 so that it shall 
apply to those individuals who are en
titled to apply for widows' benefits at age 
60, which was referred to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mir. MONRONEY, from the Oommit

tee on Post Office and Civil Service, with 
amendments: 

H.R. 13844. An act to amend title 5, 
United States Oode, t.o provide additional 
leave of absence for Federal employees in 
connection with the funerals of their im
mediate relatives Who died While on duty 
with the Armed Forces and in connection 
with certain duty performed by such em
ployees as members of the Mmed Forces 
Reserve components or the National Guard, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 1443). 

By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations, without amend
ment: 

H.R. 18065. An act t.o amend the Foreign 
Service Buildings Act, 1926, to authorize ad
ditional appropriations (Rept. No. 1444). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A 
· COMMITTEE 

As in executive session, 
The following favorable reports of 

nominations were submitted: 
By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee 

on Foreign Relations: 
George w. Renchard, of the District of 

Columbia, to be Ambaa;ador Extraordinary 
and Plenipotentiary to the Republic of 
Burundi; 

G. Edward Clark, of the District of Colum
bia, a Foreign Service officer of class l, to 
be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary to the Republic of Mali; 

Robert M. Sayre, of Virginia, a Foreign 
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary to 
Uruguay; 

Walter J. Stoessel, Jr., of California, a 
Foreign Service officer of class 1, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten
tiary t.o Poland; 

Samuel C. Adams, Jr., of the District of 
Columbia, to be Ambassador Extraordinary 
and Plenipotentiary of the Republic of 
Niger; 

Carter L. Burgess, of New York, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
to Argentina; 

Thomas W. McElhiney, of Maryland, a 
Foreign Servi~ officer of class 1, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten
tiary to the Republic of Ghana; and 

Harold Francis Linder, of New York, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten
tiary to Canada. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 

Bills and a joint resolution were intro
duced, read the first time, and, by unani
mous consent, the second time, and re
f ~rred as follows: 

By Mr. MAGNUSON: 
S. 3860. A bill to provide for the maillng of 

certain election material to voters free of 
postage, and for other purposes; to the com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 
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(See the remarks of Mr. MAGNUSON when 

he introduced the above b111, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (by request): 
S. 3861. A bill to amend section 13a of the 

Interstate Commerce Act, to authorize a 
study of essential railroad passenger serv
ice by the Secretary of Transportation, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MAGNUSON when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MONDALE (for himself and Mr. 
McCARTHY): 

S. 3862. A b111 to authorize the establish
ment of the Voyageurs National Park in the 
State of Minnesota, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs. 

By Mr. GRUENING: 
S. 3863. A bill for the relief of Kam Tim 

Cheung; Kwai Fai Cheng; Sui Wa Cheng; 
Kan Bun Chau; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SPARKMAN: 
S.J. Res. 193. Joint resolution to designate 

the National Center for Biomedical Com
munications the Lister Hill National Center 
for Biomedical Communications; considered 
and passed. 

(See reference to the above joint resolution 
when introduced by Mr. SPARKMAN, which 
appears under a separate heading.) 

S. 3860-INTRODUCTION OF BILL 
RELATING TO FREE MAILING OF 
CERTAIN ELECTION MATERIAL TO 
VOTERS 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I in

troduce a bill which will provide for the 
free mailing of educational election ma
terial to voters. This bill allows a State 
official or agency administering election 
laws to mail election material to voters if 
the material gives equal space to all can
didates and opposite views on important 
issues. This is what is done in the State 
of Washington and in other States. 

Unfortunately, few voters have time 
or resources to inform themselves about 

· all issues and candidates. State election 
pamphlets are an imaginative and eff ec
tive device to place this information in 
the hands of every voter. 

Our times demand a more knowledge
able electorate than ever before. Passage 
of this bill will facilitate the efforts of 
those who attempt to provide the voters 
with this much-needed information. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The bill (S. 3860) to provide for the 
mailing of certain election material to 
voters free of pastage, and for other pur
PQSes, introduced by Mr. MAGNUSON, was 
received, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

8. 3861-INTRODUCTION OF BILL 
RELATING TO AUTHORIZATION 
OF STUDY OF ESSENTIAL RAIL
ROAD PASSENGER SERVICE-NO
TICE OF HEARINGS 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, at 

the Commerce Committee executive ses
sion on July 18, 1968, the members of the 
committee voted to hold hearings next 
week on the June 25, 1968 recommenda
tions of the Interstate Commerce Com
mission that first for 2 years following 
enactment a special test of public con
venience and necessity and financial bur-

den be imposed on all passenger trains 
which represent the last remaining inter
state service in either direction between 
two points provided by a rail carrier; and, 
second, the Secretary of Transportation 
acting in cooperation with the interstate 
Commerce Commission and other Federal 
agencies should undertake and submit 
within 1 year following enactment a study 
of the existing and future potential for 
intercity railroad passenger service in 
the United States. 

The Surf ace Transportation Subcom
mittee held hearings on May 24, 25, July 
31, August 1, 2, 3, and 25, 1967, on s. 1175, 
proposed amendments to section 13a of 
the Interstate Commerce Act recom
mended by the ICC; S. 4512, introduced 
by Senator WILLIAMS of New Jersey, and 
S. 1685, introduced by Senator CASE, to 
amend section 13a; and Senate Joint 
Resolution 52, introduced by Senator 
Moss, and Senate Concurrent Resolution 
25, introduced by Senator ALLOTT, for 
himself, and for Senators AIKEN, BREW
STER, CANNON, CASE, COOPER, DOMINICK, 
FANNIN, HANSEN, HATFIELD, HICKEN
LOOPER, HRUSKA, INOUYE, JAVITS, KUCHEL, 
METCALF, ·MILLER, MONDALE, MUNDT, 
PROUTY, RIBICOFF, SCOTT, SPARKMAN, 
TOWER, TYDINGS, and YOUNG of North 
Dakota, to provide for moratoriums and 
studies of passenger train service and re
lated matters. 

On June 25, 1968, the Chairman of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission sub
mitted to the Chairman of the House 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com
mittee and to me a 70-page report and 
recommendations of the Interstate Com
merce Commission, "Intercity Rail Pas
senger Service in 1968." 

The committee will hold hearings next 
Wednesday and Thursday, July 24 and 
25, 1968, on the ICC recommendations in 
that report on the special test for the 
next 2 years on the "last trains," and 
the study on passenger train service po
tential. I have asked Senator FRANK J. 
LAuscHE to chair these hearings. The 
hearing on July 24 will begin at 10 a.m. 
in room 1202, and the hearing on July 
25 will begin at 9 a.m. in room 5110. Paul 
J. Tierney, the Chairman of the Inter
state Commerce · Commission will be the 
first witness. He will be followed by A. 
Scheffer Lang, Federal Railroad Admin
istrator, Department of TransPortation. 

These hearings will permit the ICC to 
report on the decline of intercity rail 
passenger service, and to explain what 
steps the Commission r~mmends 
should be taken. 

I am convinced that steps must 
promptly be taken to preserve needed 
existing intercity rail passenger se.rvice. 
As the Commission paints out in its 
June 25, 1968, report, in 1967 the increas
ing demise of intercity service sharply 
accelerated. In the past 12 months, the 
number of trains proposed for discon
tinuance has more than doubled. Nearly 
15 percent of all the remaining intercity 
trains were permitted to cease operations 
under section 13a procedures. Unless we 
act promptly, there will not be a na
tional rail passenger service resource 
left. 

In order to have the Commission's rec
ommendations before the committee at 
these hearings, I introduce, by request, 
the Commission's bill to amend section 

13a of the Interstate Commerce Act, to 
authorize a study of essential railroad 
passenger service by the Secretary of 
Transportation and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The bill CS. 3861) to amend section 
13a of the Interstate Commerce Act, to 
authorize a study of essential railroad 
passenger service by the Secretary of 
TransPortation, and for other purposes, 
introduced by Mr. MAGNUSON, by request, 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
ref erred to the Committee on Commerce. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL 
AND JOINT RESOLUTION 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask 
nnanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the names of the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. BAYHl, the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BREWSTER] the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK], the Sen
ator from Alaska [Mr. GRUENING], the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. McGEE], the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Mc
INTYRE], the Senator from Rhode Is
land [Mr. PASTORE], the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH], the 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Rm1-
COFF], and the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. TYDINGS], be added as cosponsors 
of the bill <S. 698) to enact the Intergov
ernmental Cooperation Act of 1967. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COTrON. Mr. President, I ask 
nnanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY] be added 

- as a cosponsor of the joint resolution <S. 
J. Res. 192) to provide for protection of 
passengers against danger caiused by the 
hijacking of airplanes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

PUBLIC WORKS FOR WATER AND 
POWER RESOURCES DEVELOP
MENT AND ATOMIC ENERGY COM
MISSION APPROPRIATION BILL, 
1969-AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 893 

Mr. PROXMIRE submitted an amend
ment, intended to be proPQSed by him, to 
the bill <H.R. 17903) making appropria
tions for public works for water and 
power resources development, including 
certain civil fnnctions administered by 
the Department of Defense, the Panama 
Canal, certain agencies of the Depart
ment of the Interior, the Atlantic-Pacific 
Interoceanic Canal Study Commission, 
the Delaware River Basin ~ommission, 
Interstate Commission on the Potomac 
River Basin, the Tennessee Valley Au
thority, the Water Resources Connell, 
and the Atomic Energy Commission, for 
the fiscal year ending Jnne 30, 1969, and 
for other purposes which was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1968-
AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 894 

Mr. Wll.LIAMS of Delaware <for him
self and Mr. BREWSTER) proposed an 
amendment to the bill <S. 3590) to ex-
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tend and improve legislation for main
tailling farm income, stabilizing prices 
and assuring adequate supplies of agri
cultural commodities, which was · or
dered to be printed. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, July 19, 1968, he presented 
to the President of the United States the 
following enrolled bills and joint 
resolution: 

S.1299. An a.ct to amend the Securities Ex
change Act of 1934 to permit regulation of 
the ·amount of credit tha.t may be extended 
and mwl.nta.ined with respect to securities 
that are not registered on a national secu
rities ex.change; 

S.1418. An a.ct to make several changes in 
the passport laws presently in force; 

s. 1808. An act for the relief of Miss 
AmaJ1:a. Seresly; 

S. 3245. An a.ct to extend for an addltl.onaJ 
S yea.rs the authorization o! appropriations 
under the state Techn.1cal Services Act of 
1965; and 

S.J. Res.160. Joint resolution to amend 
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 to au
thorize oo investigation of the effect on the 
securities markets of the operation of insti
tutional investors. 

But it is not just to give Negroes pride 
that the country needs a better under
standing of Negro history and culture. 
There are too many white Americans, 
young and old, who have the notion that 
they and their white forebears made this 
country. Well, Mr. President, they had 
some help-help which some find it com
fortable to forget and easy to ignore. 
Until white Americans have a better 
understanding of the factual, unequivo
cal, demonstrated and undeniable con
tribution to American life of American 
citizens who happen to be black, the 
country will continue to be enchained 
by racial tension. 

I have already requested a number of 
Federal agencies to report on their exist
ing activities which disseminate knowl
edge of Negro history and culture and 
to indicate ways in which such activities 
oould be expanded. 

It is gratifying to note that there are 
already fine programs now being con
ducted. And I am especially proud of the 
record already made by the National En
dowment for the Humanities. Although a 
relatively new agency, the Endowment, 
whose budget this body cut to a token 
level 2 weeks ago, has been helping to 
create better understanding between 
white and Negro citizens for 2 years. 

SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON ARTS In fiscal 1967 and 1968 the Endowment 
UMAN T'C'IC!NOTICE OF spent just under $1 million in grants 

AND H IT.L.Co~ · aimed at the disadvantaged, primarily HEARINGS 
the Negro, of which approximately $300,-

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I wish to ooo was spent directly upon dissemina
announce that the Special Subcommittee tion of new and existing knowledge about 
on Arts and Humanities of the Commit- Negro history and culture. 
tee on Labor and Public Welfare will With endowment support, seven col
hold hearings on S. 2979, introduced by leges and universities will hold work
the Sena.tor from Pennsylvania [Mr. shops for college faculty from all over 
SCOTT], the Senator from Massachusetts the Nation on the materials available for 
[Mr. BROOKE], the Senator from New courses on Negro history, literature, and 
Jersey [Mr. CASE], and the Senator from culture. With endowment support, an
New York [Mr. JAVITSJ. The bill would other university is offering further edu
establish a Presidential Commission on cation in Negro history to high school 
Negro History and culture which will teachers, and another is offering longer 
study the means by which all Americans term instruction for college faculty in the 
can come to a better understanding of teaching of courses in Negro culture. 
the contribution of the Negro to Ameri- Another college, with endowment sup
can life; in addition, it would recom- port, is completing a slide collection in 
mend ways for Federal and private agen- African art which will be a useful re
cies to encourage and support creation source in the broad subject of the Negro 
of new knowledge and dissemination of heritage. With endowment support an 
existing knowledge of Negro history and association of 12 colleges will identify 
culture. teaching resources for courses in Negro 

I believe that the purpose of the pro- culture. Also with endowment support, 
posed legislation is wholly laudable and an educa.tional television station will 
long overdue. As Prof. C. Ertc Lincoln disseminate a series of programs on the 
of Union Theological Seminary has Negro's search for identity through art. 
noted: Cooperation between a major State uni-

People who are proud of their history are versity and the newspapers in that State, 
proud of themselves. They feel that they one objective of which is to provide ex
belong. Negroes have not been included in pert knowledge on Negro culture, is the 
American history. purpose of a recent endowment grant. 

The result of this exclusion from his- The endowment has also helped expand 
tory is that Negro high school students a Museum of African Art and History less 
can ask such questions as "Why doesn't than four blocks from this Chamber; as 
the Negro have a country to call his a result of the endowment grant, 10 
own?" Textbooks, teachers, newspapers, times the amount of the grant was con
and the popular media have not made tributed to the museum by private 
the American Negro aware that this is foundations and others. 
their country to which they have made Other endowment grants have gone for 
important hist.orical and cultural contri- research into Negro history and cul
butions. Indeed, the extent of this lack ture-to create new knowledge of the 
of knowledge is demonstrated by the fact Negro past and present. These activities 
that the Xerox Co. has undertaken to of the endowment have not been aimed 
dramatize our ignorance of the Negro in at creating a false, speedy poultice for 
America's past by sponsoring a series of our racial problems; they have been 
seven national programs by CBS News aimed at exercisfng with responsibility 
on "The Negro in America." the mandate the Congress gave it to 

support the creation of new and dissemi
nation of existing knowledge about the 
humanities in the national interest. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an article recently 
published in the New York Times about 
some of the endowment's grants. 

It is the subcommittee's intent to con
duct hearings on s. 2979 next Tuesday, 
July 23, 1968, in the Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee hearing room. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
A $70,000 GRANT FOR NEGRO STUDY-WORK

SHOPS To BE CONDUCTED IN SUMMER AT 
SEVEN COLLEGES 

(By Nan Robertson) 
WASHINGTON, July 16.-In response to 

rapidly growing interest in Negro history and 
culture, the National Endowment for the 
Humanities is awarding $70,000 to seven col
leges for summer workshops on the topic. 

Participants will be teachers from colleges 
and universities across the nation. 

The institutions chosen for the grants are 
particularly well equipped by faculty ex
pertise and source materials on Negro history 
and culture to offer the workshops, accord
ing to the endowment group. 

The workshops wm introduce published, 
unpublished and graphic materials that wm 
enable participants "to enrich their instruc
tion in the heritage of the American Negro 
and of his increasingly prominent contribu
tions to American life and culture," it was 
announced. 

Barnaby Keeney, chairman of the endow
ment, observed today he hoped that the 
workshops would produce in the long term 
"a more balanced view of American history" 
than has been true before, with the roles of 
the black man often ignored or distorted. 

Mr. Keeney added that there was also "real 
danger" that Negro history might become "a 
separatist subject." 

The workshops will be held in July and 
August. 

Each institution wm receive up to $10,000 
to defray costs not covered by workshop regis
tration fees. The institutions participating, 
their workshop dates, directors and special 
focuses are, as follows: 

Boston University, Boston, Mass., Aug. 5-
17-Dr. Hohn Cartwright, Afro-American 
Coordinating Center, a workshop stressing 
the inclusion of material on the Afro-Ameri
can in sociology courses. 

Cazenovia College, Cazenovia, N.Y., Aug. 
18-24-Prof. Linoel R. Sharp, department of 
languages and literatures, a program oriented 
to the needs of two-year college faculty mem
bers and emphasizing the Negro in American 
literature. 

Duke University, Durham, N.C., Aug. 18-
24-Prof. Richard L. Watson Jr., department 
of history, a workshop for those teaching 
courses on the history of the American Negro. 

Fisk University, Nashv1lle, Tenn., Aug. 2~ 
31-Dean George N. Redd, a workshop sur
veying publications and curriculums on the 
Negro in America. 

Howard University, Washington, D.C., July 
22-26-Mrs. Dorothy Porter, librarian of the 
Negro Collection, a workshop for librarians 
stressing bibliography and methods of im
proving college library collections on the 
Negro. 

Morgan State University, Baltimore, Md., 
Aug. 5-9-Dr. Roland C. McConnell, depart
ment of history, a workshop on resource 
materials relevant to American Negro history. 

Southern University, Baton Rouge, La., 
Aug. 12-16--Dr. E. C. Harrison, vice president 
for academic affairs, a conference on litera
ture, criticism and visual arts in the context 
of American Negro. 

Faculty members and other. academic per
sonnel interested in attending a workshop 
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may inquire directly to the college or uni
versity concerned. 

HIGH-SPEED GROUND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 1416, H.R. 16024. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
16024) to extend for 2 years the act of 
September 30, 1965, relating to high
speed ground transportation, and for 
other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, as the 
title of this act states this is a 2-year 
extension of the act of September 30, 
1965, relating to high-speed ground 
transportation, and for other purposes. 
It is a 2-year authorization. 

This bill is a House bill, which we 
adopted in committee exactly as it was 
passed by the House, and it was reported 
by our committee unanimously. I do not 
believe there is any controversy about 
it. 

I see the distinguished Senator from 
New Hampshire, the ranking minority 
member of the committee, in the Cham
ber. I believe he will join me in saying 
that the amount that has been author
ized for this year is already included 
in the Department of Transportation ap
propriation bill which is pending in the 
Senate, and a point of order could be 
made on that bill unless this authoriza
tion is passed. I move for concurrence 
on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I cer
tainly concur in the Senator's request. 
We all believe that it is highly essential 
that we have this authorization so it can 
be included in the transportation ap
propriation. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
<No. 1436), explaining the purposes of 
the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpooe of the bill is to extend for 2 
years the authority of the Secretary of Trans
portation to undertake research and develop
ment, and demonstrations, in high-speed 
ground transportation. 

INTRODUCTION 

On September 30, 1965, the original high
speed ground transportation legislation was 
enacted. This legislation authorized to be 
appropriated not to exceed $20 million for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1966; $35 mil
lion for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1967; 
and, $35 million for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1968. Of the $90 million authorized 
to be appropriated, a total sum of $52 million 
was appropriated. 

NEED FOR LEGISLATION 

In his letter to the Congress propooing en
actment of high-speed ground transportation 
legislation, President Johnson said: 

"It is clear that we should explore the feas-
CXIV--1406-Part 17 

ibility of an improved ground transportation 
system for such heavily traveled corridors. 
The program outlined by the Secretary of 
Commerce calls for research on materials, 
aerodynamics, vehicle power and control, and 
guideways. Information requirements for re
gional studies and evaluations are to be de
fined and the necessary data collected. We 
must learn about travel needs and prefer
ences, in part through the use of large-scale 
demonstration projects. New methods· of an
alyzing the problem will be developed to give 
adequate consideration to the large number 
of regional and local characteristics which 
infiuence the performance, acceptability, and 
cost of all kinds of systems." 

The committee in recommending enact
ment of the high-speed ground transporta
tion legislation stated in its report: · 

"Modern intercity surface transportation 
service is vital to both our national economic 
growth and to our national defense. To meet 
America's transportation needs, we must 
bring scientific and technical talent to bear 
on this increasingly important area of trans
portation, not previously subject to inten
sive, continuing inquiry. This bill will enable 
the power of science and technology, dem
onstrated so well in the evolution of air and 
highway travel, to be utilized in the develop
ment of high-speed ground transportation. 

"By the end of the 20th century, the Na
tion's metropolitan population will double, 
and homes, highways, and other facilities 
must be provided equal to all those built 
since our country was first settled. The in
creasing density of population, together with 
greatly increased travel, will result in seri
ous overburdening of our intercity transpor
tation facilities." 

The need for research and development in 
high-speed ground transportation has not 
abated, and 1·,ere is an even greater sense 
of urgency now than when the original legis
lation was enacted in 1965. Senator Claiborne 
Pell, who first urged such legislation in 1962, 
stated as follows at this year's hearings: 

"• • • when this program was being con
sidered 3 years ago, the committee and the 
Congress were given abundant evidence of 
an impending crisis in passenger transpor
tation, particularly in our congested and 
growing urban areas. The only real change in 
the situation since that time is that the crisis 
is closer at hand, and the indications of its 
rapid approach are more readily evident." 

The Federal Railroad Administrator, A. 
Scheffer Lang, submitted the following testi
mony at the hearings on the urgency of ac
tion to increase our capacity to meet the de
mand for transportation in the urbanized 
intercity corridors: 

"Today there is an ever greater sense of 
Urgency. Travel volumes have increased at 
a greater rate than predicted and the period 
of time before we will completely run out of 
transportation capacity in the northeast cor
ridor is being drastically shortened. The 
growth in air transportation has been par
ticularly dramatic. Between 1962 and 1966, 
intercity air passenger-miles in the United 
States nearly doubled, while intercity pas
senger-miles by all modes increased by more 
than 17 percent. 

"In the northeast corridor the problem of 
congestion is extremely critical at several 
major airports. According to Federal Avia
tion Administration estimates, delay time at 
J. F. Kennedy, Newark, LaGuardia, Washing
ton National, Boston, and Philadelphia Air
ports in 1965 amounted to 49,000 hours. Esti
mates indicate that at three airports alone
Kennedy, LaGuardia, and Newark-there will 
be an increase in delay time from 33,000 
hours annually in 1966 to 133,000 hours in 
1970 and the delays will become very much 
larger by 1975, if nothing is done to expand 
capacity. 

"Estimates by the Bureau of Public Roads 
indicate that highway travel on intercity 
routes in the northeast corridor will almost 
double between 1965 and 1985. Approximately 

$2¥2 billion will be needed just on the inter
city portion of the corridor highwa~r system. 
The total cost to Federal, State, and local 
authorities of all street and highway con
struction in the northeast corridor for the 
same 20-year period is estimated at more 
than $33 billion. These new facilities will 
have to be accommodated into what is al
ready the most he,avily developed region in 
the country. Fourteen percent of the Nation's 
total road mileage is concentrated on less 
than 2 percent of the land area." 

Today's traveler in the urban corridors of 
our Nation knows full well that our present 
transportation system is reaching saturation. 
The purpose of the high-speed ground trans
portation legislation when it was first en
acted and today is to try, through research, 
development, and demonstrations to stim
ulate alternative modes of transportation 
which could better handle high volumes of 
movement in densely populated regions. · 

The committee knows of no other research 
and development program of comparable 
funding which not only promises to so di
rectly benefi.t large numbers of people, but 
also which has truly acted as a seedbed to 
stimulate and encourage involvement by pri
vate firms. The Federal Railroad Admin
istrator testified that over the 3-year initial 
period of the program, Federal appropria
tions of $52 million have been met by $75 to 
$100 million of expenditures and commit
ments by private firms. 

The extension of the high-speed grtlilllnd 
transportation legislation would permit the 
significant and promising research and devel
opment now underway to be carried forward 
without interruption. Among the activities 
which are to be undertaken are the design 
and fabrication of a tracked air cushion 
research vehicle suitable for full-scale test
ing; research to reduce the cost of tunneling 
through the use of laser beams, fiamejets, 
high-pressure waterjets, and high-velocity 
projectiles for rock fracture; and the test
ing of a large-scale linear electric motor (a 
new concept in propulsion systems) in order 
to evaluate its usefulness for high-speed 
transportation. These activities wlll require 
the construction of experimental trackage 
and associated supporting facilities. 

In addition, two demonstration projects-
one between Washington and New York, and 
the other between New York and Boston, 
while delayed in the equipment stage---are 
now just reaching the point at which demon
strations can be conducted to measure and_ 
evaluate public response to new equipment, 
higher speeds, variations in fares, improved 
comfort and convenience, and more frequent 
service as contemplated in the original legis
lation. In both demonstrations, substantial 
improvements 1n rail passenger service are 
to be made. Terminal-to-terminal times are 
to be reduced, new equipment is to be ac
quired, and roadbeds and stations are to be 
upgraded. 

In carrying out the demonstration between 
Washington and New York, the Department 
of Transportation entered into a contract 
with the Penn Central Co., for that railroad 
to acquire a fleet of MU cars capable of sus
tained speeds of up to 150 m.p.h., and to 
make improvements in its roadbeds and sta
tions. In carrying out the demonstration be
tween New York and Boston, the Depart
ment of Transportation has contracted with 
the United Aircraft Corp. for the lease of 
turbine-powdered trainsets to be operated 
on the New Haven Railroad. These new Turbo 
Trains not only rely on turbine power for 
propulsion but also have an advanced sus
pension system. 

Another possible application for high-speed 
ground transportation research and develop
ment, and demonstrations is servicing air
ports with high-speed ground transport sys
tems. 

The committee believes that these research 
and development and demonstration pro-
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grams should be continued for at least the 
additional 2 years requested. 

While the initial demonstrations are to 
be conducted in the densely populated meg
alopolis stretching from Roanoke, Va., to the 
New Hampshire-Massachusetts border, there 
are other heavily populated areas such as the 
east coast of Florida, Mllwaukee-Chicago
South Bend-Cleveland, San Francisco-Los 
Angeles, and Seattle-Tacoma-Portland, which 
face the prospect of critical intercity trans
portation problems which require the appli
cation of advanced technology to ground 
transportation systems. 

The Department of Agriculture in its fa
vorable comments on this legislation pointed 
out that the results of the research, develop
ment, and demonstration work carried on 
can often be applied not only in the highest 
population density area, but also to the 
transportation problems of the less densely 
settled areas. The Department of Agriculture 
noted: 

"There is need to facilltate access and to 
provide better commuting systems between 
town and country, between rural and subur
ban areas, and even between cities. Improved 
transportation fac111ties are needed to stimu
late economic development and to make the 
movement of people and goods easier among 
towns and small cities. Three out of ten rural 
residents cannot now conveniently com
mute to a city of 25,000 population. Regular 
efficient public transportation is needed to 
provide easy access to education, training, 
and jobs." 

ANALYSIS OF BILL 

Subsections (a) and (b) of H.R. 16024 pro
pose technical changes in the High-Speed 
Ground Transportation Act of 1965 to reflect 
the establishment of the Department of 
Transportation and the transfer to it of this 
program from the Department of Commerce. 

Subsection (c) of H.R. 16024 proposes to 
amend section 7 of the High-Speed Ground 
Transportation Act to grant the Secretary of 
Transportation the authority to acquire by 
purchase, lease, or grant, necessary sites, and 
to acquire, construct, repair, or furnish nec
essary support facilities for research and de
velopment and demonstration programs 
under the act. The Federal Railroad Admin
istrator testified that the purpose of this 
proposed test track fac111ty is to carry re
search and development on new systems 
such as the tracked air cushion vehicle and 
the linear electric motor to a testing stage. 
For test operations at the contemplated 
speeds on the order of 300 m.p.h., the Depart
ment indicated that it will need about 30,000 
acres of land that is relatively fl.at, free o:r 
obstructions, and relatively isolated to insure 
noninterference. The Federal Railroad Ad
ministrator indicated that the Department 
hopes that it can use Government-owned 
property or property that can be made avail
able at little or no cost for this purpose. 

Subsection (c) further authorizes the Sec
retary of Transportation, in furtherance of a 
demonstration program, to contract for the 
construction of two suburban rail stations, 
one at Lanham, Md., and one at Woodbridge, 
N.J., without acquiring any property interest 
therein. The Federal Railroad Administrator 
pointed out that these suburban stations are 
considered an 'integral . part of the planned 
demonstrations to test public response to 
improvements in service and equipment. 
They are being located at junctions with 
major limited-access highways, with ample 
parking provided to determine whether the 
urban, suburban, and rural populations in 
the communities having access to those 
highways will use the rail service for inter
mediate-distance travel. 

The suburban station authority was not 
in the draft bill submitted by the Seciretary 
of Transportation. The committee concurs 
with the view of the House that such author
i,ty should be specifically spelled out in the 
language of the bill. 

Subsection (d) of H.R. 16024 proposes a 

technical change to reflect the transfer of 
functions from the Administrator of the 
Hcmsing and Home Fina.nee Agency to the 
Secretary of Housing and Urba.n Develop
ment. 

Subsection (e) of H.R. 16004 proposes to 
amend the fir,st sentence of section 11 of the 
high-speed ground transportation act by au
thorizing appropriations of $16,200,000 for 
the :flscal year ending June 30, 1969, a.nd $21,-
200,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1970. The draft bill submdtted by the Secre
tary Of Transportation proposed to amend 
section 11 by authorizing appropriations for 
such fiscal yea.rs without providing any ap
propria.tion limitations. The committee con
curs with the view of the House that appro
priation 11mlta.tions in such a.mQunts should 
be incorporated in the b111. 

Subsection (f) of H.R. 16024 proposes to 
a.mend the first sentence Of section 12 Off the 
High-Speed Ground Transportation Act by 
striking out "1969" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "1971" to provide for a 2-yea.r exten
sion of the act. 

HEARINGS 

Hearings were held on H.R. 16024 and on 
the oompa.n.ion Senate bill, S. 3237, before the 
Surface Transportatdon Subcommittee on 
July 16 and 17, 1968. Testimony in sup:pol't 
of this Legislation was presented by Senator 
Claiborne Pell; Congressman Donald J. Ir
win; A. Sheffer Lang, Administrator, Federal 
Railroad Administration, Department Of 
Transportation; Paul J. Tierney, Cha.1.rm.an, 
Interstate Oommerce Commission; and wit
nesses appearing on behalf of the Illinois 
Central Railroad, Penn Central Railroad, 
Santa Fe Railroad System, State of Flor
ida Development CommissiQil, Connecticut 
Transportation Authority, State o! Illinois 
Department of Business and Economic De
velc.pment, Railway Labor Executives' Asso
ciation, and National Association of Railway 
Passengers. 

Statements in support of this legislation 
were received from the Oouncil of State Gov
ernments, and the Railway Progress Insti
tute. 

The Federal Railroad Administrator testi
fied that the Department· of Transportation 
would be agreeable to the two amendments 
in the House bill, which authorized the con
tracting for the oollSltruction of two subur
ban rail stations, and placed appropriations 
limitations for the fiscal years ending in 
1969 and 1970. 

No testimony was presented in opposition 
to the proposed extension. 

COST TO THE GOVERNMENT 

The authorization oontained in this bill 
for the high-speed ground transportation ac
tivities is $16.2 million for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1969, and $21.2 million for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the Commit
tee on Commerce late yesterday rePorted 
to the Senate H.R. 16024, a bill to ex
tend for 2 years the program of re
search and development in high-speed 
ground transportation. 

Mr. President, this program is a vital 
one if we are to develop an adequate 
and well-balanced transportation sys
tem to meet the future transportation 
needs of this country, particularly in our 
densely populated and growing urban 
areas. 

The bill, Mr. President, was reported to 
the Senate by my senior colleague from 
Rhode Island, Senator PASTORE. I want 
to express here my deep admiration for 
the great contributions my colleague has 
made to this program and my apprecia
tion of the expeditious treatment given 
this mea,sure by the Commerce Com
mittee. I want to take note also of the 

initialtive my senior colleague from 
Rhode Island has taken, and the very 
real leadership he has shown as a mem
ber of the Appropriations Committee in 
seeking adequate and timely funding of 
this program. 

The high-speed ground transportation 
program has benefited greatly from the 
interest in this program shown by my 
colleague. And most important, I am 
convinced, the ultimate beneficiary of 
his interest and concern will be the pub
lic. 

The VICE PRF.SIDENT. The bill 1s 
open to amendment. If there be no 
amendment to be proPoSed, the question 
is on the third reading of the bill. 

The bill was read the third time, and 
passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill was passed. 

Mr. PASTORE. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

CONVEYANCE OF LANDS TO THE 
STATE OF OHIO 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 1359. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 3687) 
to direct the Secretary of Agriculture 
to release on behalf of the United States 
a condition in a deed conveying certain 
lands to the State of Ohio, and for other 
purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there· ob
Jection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
Q third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

s. 3687 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, not
withstanding the provisions of subsection 
(c) of section 32 of the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. lOll(c)), 
the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized 
and directed to release on behalf of the 
United States with respect to lands desig
nated pursuant to section 2 hereof, the con
dition in a deed dated January 30, 1957, con
veying lands in the State of Ohio to the State 
of Ohio, which requires that the lands so 
conveyed be used for public purposes and 
provides for a reversion of such lands to the 
United States if at any time they cease to be 
so used. 

SEC. 2. The Secretary shall release the con
dition referred to in the first section of this 
Act only with respect to lands covered by and 
described in ·an agreement or agreements en
tered into between the Secretary and the 
State of Ohio or an authorized agency of the 
State in which such State or agency, in con
sideration of the release of such condition as 
to such lands, agrees that the lands with re
spect to which such condition is released 
shall be exchanged for lands of approximately 
comparable value and that the lands so ac
quired by exchange shall be used for public 
purposes. 

SEC. 3. Upon application all the undivided 
mineral interests of the United States in any 
parcel or tract of land released pursuant to 
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this Act from the condition as to such l&.nds 
shall be conveyed to the State of Ohio for the 
use and benefit of the State by the Secretary 
of the Interior. In areas where the Secretary 
of the Interior determines that there is no 
active mineral development or leasing, and 
that the lands have no mineral value, the 
mineral interests covered by a single appli
cation shall be sold for a consideration of $1. 
In other areas the mineral interests shall be 
sold at the fair market value thereof as de
termined by the Secretary of the Interior 
after taking into consideration such apprais
als as he deems necessary or appropriate. 

SEC. 4. Each application made under the 
provisions of section 3 of this Act shall be 
accompanied by a nonrefundable deposit to 
be applied to the administrative costs as fixed 
by the Secretary of the Interior. If the con
veyance ls made, the applicant shall pay to 
the Secretary of the Interior the full admin
istrative costs, less the deposit. If a convey
ance ls not made pursuant to an application 
filed under this Act, the deposit shall con
stitute full satisfaction of such administra
tive costs notwithstanding that the adminis
trative coss exceed the deposit. 

SEC. 5. The term "administrative costs" as 
used in this Act includes, in addition to other 
items, all costs which the Secretary of the 
Interior determines are included in a deter
mination of ( 1) the mineral character of the 
land in question, and (2) the fair market 
value of the mineral int.erest. 

SEC. 6. Amounts paid to the Secretary of 
the Interior under the provisions of this Act 
shall be paid into the Treasury of the United 
States as miscellaneous receipts. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD, an excerpt from the report 
(No. 1379), explaining the purposes of 
the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: ' 

SHORT EXPLANATION 
This bill would-
( 1) Direct the Secretary of Agriculture to 

release a condition in a conveyance to the 
State of Ohio requiring the lands to be used 
for public purposes. Such release would be 
conditioned upon the State's agreement with 
respect to the lands covered by the release 
(A) to exchange such lands for lands of ap
proximately comparable value, and (B) that 
the lands acquired by such exchange shall 
be used for public purposes. 

(2) Require the Secretary of the Interior 
upon application to convey the mineral in
terests of the United States to the State of 
Ohio at fair market value (or $1 per appli
cation if of only nominal value). 

The bill is generally similar to Public Law 
90-307, which provides for a similar release 
to the University of Maine. 

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE IN 
LOUISIANA 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, in 
these days of high financial risk in farm
ing, it is encouraging to note that Loui
siana farmers are carrying more than 16 
times the amount of Federal crop insur
ance they did 8 years ago. 

In 1968, their total protection under 
this program of the Federal Crop Insur
ance Corporation of the U.S. Depart
ment of Agriculture is estimated at $10 
million, whereas in 1960 it was $600,000. 
In the 39 States where FCIC offers insur
ance, only one-California-topped Lou
isiana in percentage increase of FCIC 
participation over the last 8 years. 

It is fortunate for Louisiana's 1,40(1 
FCIC-insured farmers in 32 parishes that 
they have this protection, because last 
year 426 of them collected weather dam
age loss payments totaling over $400,000. 
Of these, 273 were cotton loss payments 
totaling $277 ,000 and 146 were soybean 
losses amounting to $120,000. The re
maining seven losses were on rice and 
sugarcane and totaled $3,000. 

During the last 20 years, 3 years have 
been higher in FCIC loss payments in 
Louisiana than 1967: $538,000 in 1966, 
$453,000 in 1964, and $413,000 in 1965. 
Louisiana is one of the few States in 
which FCIC has paid more in loss pay
ments than it has collected in premiums 
from the insured farmers-but nation
ally, over the last 20 years, all losses have 
been paid out of premiums the farmers 
paid in-95 cents paid out for every $1 
premium collected. 

Losses paid in Louisiana in 1967-
$400,097-were more than covered by 
1967's premium total of nearly $441,000. 

Over the last quarter century in Lou
isiana, Federal Crop Insurance Corpora
tion loss payments have been made for 
these causes of loss: 43.7 percent for 
damage from excess moisture, 27. 7 per
cent on drought, 19.8 percent on insects, 
and the remaining 8.8 percent for a great 
variety of other loss causes. 

More and more, I understand, bankers 
are regarding an FCIC policy as sound 
support for a loan because it guarantees 
the insured farmer he will get approxi
mately his production cost back. This, in 
turn, practically insures repayment of 
any loan the bank may have made the 
farmer that year for seeding, fertilizing, 
cultivation, and harvesting. While the 
payments never represent a profit, FCIC 
protection helps keep a farmer in busi
ness, come what may. 

USDA and Federal Crop Insurance 
people have worked diligently to expand 
this program which Congress established 
in 1938, making it an important factor 
today in strengthening the credit and 
farming future of a grower who par
ticipates. 

AMENDMENT OF PART I OF FED
ERAL POWER ACT 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa
tives on S. 2445. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before 
the Senate the amendment of the House 
of Representatives to the bill <S. 2445) 
to amend part I of the Federal Power 
Act to clarify the manner in which the 
licensing authority of the Commission 
and the right of the United States 'to 
take over a project or projects upon or 
after the expiration of any license shall 
be exercised, which was, strike out all 
after the enacting clause, and insert: 

That section 7 of the Federal Power Act, 
as amended (16 U.S.C. 800), is amended by 
adding thereto the following new subsec
tion: 

"(c) Whenever, after notice and oppor-
tunity for hearing, the Commission deter
mines that the United States should exercise 
its right upon or after the expiration of any 
license to take over any project or projects 
for public purposes, the Commission shall 
not issue a new license to the original licen-

see or to a new licensee but shall submit its 
recommendation to Congress together with 
such information as it may conside,r appro
priate." 

SEC. 2. Section 14 of the Federal Power 
Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 807), is amended 
by inserting " (a) " immediately preceding 
the first sentence thereof and by adding 
thereto the following new subsection: 

"(b) No earlier than five years before the 
expiration of any license, the Commission 
shall entertain applications for a new license 
and decide them in a relicensing proceed
ing pursuant to the provisions of section 15. 
In any relicensing proceeding before the 
Commission any Federal department or agen
cy may timely recommend, pursuant to such 
rules as the Commission shall prescribe, 
that the United States exercise its right to 
take over any project or projects. Thereafter, 
the Commission, if it does not itself recom
mend such action pursuant to the provisions 
of section 7 ( c) of this part, shall upon mo
tion of such department or agency stay the 
effective date of any order issuing a license, 
except an order issuing an annual license in 
accordance with the proviso of section 15(a), 
for two years after the date of issuance of 
such order, after which period the stay shall 
terminate, unless terminated earlier upon 
motion of the department or agency request-

• ing the stay or by action of Congress. The 
Commission shall notify the Congress of any 
stay granted pursuant to this subsection." 

SEC. 3. Section 15 of the Federal Power 
Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 808), is amended 
by inserting "(a)" immediately preceding 
the first sentence thereof and by adding 
thereto the following new subsection: 

"(b) In issuing any licenses under this 
section except an annual license, the Com
mission, on its own motion or upon appli
cation of any licensee, person, State, munic
ipality, or State commission, after notice 
to each State commission and licensee af
fected, and after opportunity for hearing, 
whenever it finds that in conformity with 
a comprehensive plan for improving or 
developing a waterway or waterways for 
beneficial public uses all or part of any 
licensed project should no longer be used 
or adapted for use for power purposes, may 
license all or part of the project works for 
nonpower use. A license for nonpower use 
shall be issued to a new licensee only on the 
condition that the new licensee shall, before 
taking possession of the facilities encom
passed thereunder, pay such amount and 
assume such contracts as the United States 
is required to do, in the manner specified in 
section 14 hereof. Any license for nonpower 
use shall be a temporary license. Whenever, 
in the judgment of the Commission, a State, 
municipality, interstate agency, or another 
Federal agency is authorized and willing to 
assume regulatory supervision of the lands 
and facilities included under the nonpower 
license and does so, the Commission shall 
thereupon terminate the license. Consistent 
with the provisions of the Act of August 15, 
1953 (67 Stat. 587), every licensee for non
power use shall keep such accounts and file 
such annual and other periodic or special 
reports concerning the removal, alteration, 
nonpower use, or other disposition of any 
project works or parts thereof covered by 
the nonpower use license as the Commission 
may by rules and regulations or order pre
scribe as necessary or appropriate." 

SEC. 4. Section lO(d) of the Federal Power 
Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 803), is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following: 
"For any new license issued under section 15, 
the amortization reserves under this subsec
tion shall be maintained on and after the 
effective date of such new license." 

And strike out the preamble. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the 
House amendments are merely of a tech
nical and clarifying nature and in no 
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way substantively amend S. 2445 as it 
passed the Senate. 

Mr. Presideillt, I move that the Senate 
concux in the House amendments so that 
recapture and relicensing terminations 
for non-Federal hydropower project li
censes may be made more efficiently and 
in harmony with the purposes for which 
the Congress provided limiiting term li
OOllBing. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the motion o·f the Sen
ator from Washington. 

The motion was agreed to. 

RAIL-WATER "WILLING PART-
NER"-ADDRESS BY FLOYD 
BLASKE, CHAIRMAN OF THE 
BOARD OF AMERICAN COMMER
CIAL LINES, BEFORE THE INSTI
TUTE OF TRAFFIC ENGINEERS OF 
LOUISVILLE, KY. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, im

portant transporation industry changes 
may result from "mental breakthroughs" 
as well as technological advancements. 
A most welcome development of this type · 
is the beginning of a new spirit of coop
eration between water carriers and rail
roads. Congressional Policy has long 
favored coordination of service between 
the modes. But to fully realize this pur
pose, legislation must be accompanied by 
a ''willing partner" mental a.ttitude on 
the part of the carriers involved. Floyd 
Blaske, chairman of the board of Ameri
can Commercial Lines, and national 
president of the Propeller Club, recently 
examined a number of proposed move
ments showing Potential savings in 
trans Port costs and asked for a business 
answer to a business question: Why 
would it not make sense to coordinate 
rail and river service on this particular 
movement? I would like to share with my 
colleagues his paper, given as a speech to 
the Institute of Traffic Engineers at 
Louisville, Ky. 

I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
RAIL-WATER "WILLING PARTNERS"-$321,000 A 

YEAR SAVINGS FROM Two MOVEMENTS 
(Remarks of Floyd Blaske, chairman of the 

board, American Oonunercial Lines, Inc., 
before the Institute of Traffic Engineers, 
Louisville, Ky., May 7, 1968) 
I hope you didn't come to this meeting ex

pecting a number of pleasing anecdotes, some 
well worn generalities and an appeal for bet
ter understanding of the problems of trans
portaiti'on. 

If you did you are going to be disap
pointed. I warn you at the beginning that 
this may be a difficult paper fo.r some of you 
to ddgest bemuse it deals with the oomplex 
oonsider01tions that go into making an effec
tive freight rate. I hope, however, it wm be 
a mind stretcher. 

I am glad to be talking to traffic specfa.listS, 
and particularly traffic engineeTS. I think 
your desigruvtion well-chosen and I want to 
oall on you to consider my topic today in 
the light of the original definition of the 
civil engineer conta.ined. in the 1828 charter 
of the Institution of Civil Engineers of Lon
d'Oll. The charter describes engineering, in 
part, as "the art o! directing the great sources 
of power in nature !or the use and conven-

ience of man, as the means of production and 
traffic in states, both for external and in
ternal trade ..• " 

Now I'm going to ask you to take a new 
look at the art o! directing the great sources 
of po~r in railroading and the great sources 
of power in river navigation so that they may 
be more useful and convenient to man "as 
the means of production and trafilc in states 
both for external and internal trade." 

We've had a bit of trouble in the past 
connecting the best efficiencies of river and 
rail transportation for reasons an engineer 
finds quite intolerable, the hangover of tra
dition and ancient hostility. By way of mus
tration, let me contrast the relations be
tween the trucking industry and the barge 
lines and the railroads and the barge lines. 
The truckers are our friends and business 
associates, always the "willing partner." 
Whenever we need a gathering or distribu
tion service, all we have to do is call a con
necting trucker on the phone. We get a price 
from him representing his best efficiencies 
and we work together to give the customer 
the best service possible. Not so with the 
railroads. A Deparment of Commerce study 
last year confirmed our own experience that 
there is "marked reluctance" on the part of 
railroads to Join with water carriers, despite 
the obvious public advantages. 

We have struggled with this problem for 
many years. We are currently mounting a 
new campaign, through our trade group, the 
Water Transport Association, to appeal to the 
business self-interest of shippers and rail
roads involved in particular movements of 
traffic. Our objective is to promote the most 
efficient use of available transport resources. 
We are beginning to examine a series of case 
histories of particular movements. We set 
aside for the purposes of our discussion the 
question of whether or not the railroads will 
cooperate. We assume that the rail carrier 
will be just as friendly a business "willing 
partner" as a truck line. 

I would stress at the beginning that we 
are not thinking in terms of a complaint 
before the Interstate Commerce Commission 
or a long excursion through the courts. We 
simply want a business answer to a business 
question: why would it not make sense to 
coordinate rail and river service on this par
ticular movement? 

I am going to discuss two such movements 
which appear to have the potential for a 
total savings of at least $321,000 a year. Please 
note that I do not say saving to the shipper. 
It may well be on some of these movements 
that the right economic decision is to share 
these savings between the shipper and the 
connecting railroad. I won't make this judg
ment here. 

In an analysis of the rates of a particular 
movement a serious effort must be made to 
compM"e like with like. So you must be 
prepared for discussion in considerable de
tail. An overall rail rate from A. to B. may 
include truck delivery beyond a storage depot. 
If your proposed rate does not also include 
that service, your analysis is faulty. 

Now to my first case history. As we all 
know, the steel mills of Pennsylvania are a 
m~jor source of oil country steel pipe. As a 
matter of fact about 220,000 tons of pipe a 
year move between Pennsylvania and Texas 
by rail. The practice of the trade ls to move 
the pipe from Pennsylvania to various 
storage yards throughout Texas. From these 
yards it is moved to .the oil wells by truck. 

We have selected Odessa, Texas, an impor
tant interior point of storage and one that ls 
typical of a number of such points in Texas. 
The annual tonnage ls in excess of 20,000 
tons between Pittsburgh, Pa. and Odessa. 
The present rail rate ls $30.80 a ton, mini
mum weight 35 net tons. Our analysis shows 
a potential saving of $6.18 a net ton using 
barge as far as Memphis, Tenn. down the 

Ohio and Mississippi Rivers and rail from 
Memphis to Odessa. 

The total distance, Pittsburgh t.o Odessa 
is 1582 rail miles, the Memphis t.o Odessa 
distance is 823 miles. 

We make the assumption that we have to 
have a profitable barge rate, a profitable rail 
rate and at the same time take into account 
all appropriate expenses so that our proposed 
rate in all respects provides the shipper with 
as acceptable service as the all-rail service. 

Now how do we arrive at the $6.18 cent 
saving? 

We suggest a rate of $12.36 a ton as a 
"willing partner" connecting rate. First of all 
this rate is the western division of the pub
lished through rate. In other words if the 
barge line were a connecting railroad, that 
ls the rate we would be entitled to receive. 
But, more important, the division is a profit
able one, exceeding fully distributed cost. We 
don't want to suggest a connecting service 
which relies on a di vision level which is on 
a starvation basis for the rallroaas. We are 
assuming and relying on the fact that the 
railroad has the same need to make money 
as anyone else. 

What then are the factors and have we 
taken everything into account? 

They look like this: 
(Per ton) 

Present all-ran rate---------------- $30. 80 

Barge rate from Pittsburgh to 
Memphis ------------------------ 4. 76 

Rall rate from Memphis to Odessa 
(above fully distributed cost)_____ 12. 36 

Transfer cost, barge to rail car______ 1. 00 
Rall charge for spotting car at barge 

dock---------------------------- 2.00 
Unloading and storage at Odessa____ 1. 50 
Truck delivery beyond storage at 

Odessa-------------------------- 3.00 

Total for barge-rail service____ 24. 62 

Indicated saving to Odessa____ 6. 18 

If we multiply the annual volume of 20,000 
tons times the $6.18 we arrive at an indicated 
saving of $123,000 on the traffic to Odessa. If 
you assume Odessa is typical of inland pipe 
storage situations in Texas you may want to 
think of the $6.18 as applying to the 220,000 
tons annually moving between Pennsylvania 
and Texas. We might have to vary the points 
of transfer to Vicksburg, New Orleans or 
Houston, but there may be a potential for 
$1,359,000 savings or more in overall freight 
rate costs. I was here concerned to show that, 
even with a long haul for the railroad, sub
stantial savings would result. I believe I have 
demonstrated. that the very low barge rate of 
$4.76, which nevertheless provides the barge 
line with a reasonable profit, is a very power
ful factor in arranging alternative and more 
economical routings. 

My second case history involves a com
modity much in demand when the roads lee 
over in the winter time-salt, from Avery 
Island, La. to Portage, Wisconsin, via a trans
fer point of La Crosse, Wisc. on the Missis
sippi River. 

We are not dealing here with a high-rated 
comodity like steel pipe, but with the tradi
tional low rates associated with bulk com
modities. From Weeks, La., the rate basing 
point, to Portage, Wisc., is 1125 miles. The 
total present rail rate is $12.50 a ton. 

Our proposal here ls for a $2.44 per ton 
rate by rail for 110 miles of service from 
La. Crosse, Wisc. to Portage. This is a mileage 
pro-rate of the division the railroads receive 
for the 371 miles above St. Louis on this 
traftlc. This is not an ideal way to develop 
a "willing partner" relationship, but it is 
valid if special allowances are made for ter
minal costs. But as I have said before, we 
are not proposing to take the railroads to 
court over these examples. We simply want 
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to start a meaningful business dialogue with 
them on particular movements. 

The factors look like this: 
(Per ton) 

Present all-rail rate----------------- $12. 50 

Barge rate from Avery Island to La 
Crosse (ait *oth of a cent per ton 
mile) --------------------------- 5. 11 

Transfer cost, barge to rail at La 
Crosse --------------------------- . 75 

Extra rail terminal allowance and car 
spotting cost_____________________ 2. 00 

Rail rate, La Crosse to Portage______ 2. 44 

Total barge-rail service_______ 10. 30 

Indicating saving ------------ 2. 20 
The annual volume is about 90,000 tons 

and hence the annual saving indicated is 
$198,000. 

Let me point out again that this saving 
need not necesarily accrue entirely to the 
shipper. The railroads carry bulk commodi
ties at very low rates. It is unheard of to 
carry a commodity like salt at fully dis
tributed cost. But there is in this barge-rail 
relationship a potential for a rail charge at 
the fully distributed cost of $3.73 a ton. If 
the rail rate from La Crosse to Portage were 
$3.73 there would still be a saving of .91 cents 
for the shipper. Rate cases have been fought 
all the way to the Supreme Court for a saving 
of 50 cents. 

That's enough of closely reasoned rate 
analysis for one paper. By the end of the 
year we hope to have twenty examples of 
this type. 

I would like to stress one other impor
tant factor in this analysis. What we have 
constructed in this paper assumes a nor
mal arms-length relationship. We are making 
the assumption that the railroads will do 
for us exactly what they do for their con
necting railroads, no more and no less. 

Let us suppose however, that a par
ticular railroad marketing division were to 
become interested in the potential of those 
very low barge charges. Let us suppose that 
a particular railroad were to begin to con
sider what could be done if the best eftl
ciencies of railroading, the best eftlciencies of 
terminall1ng and of barging were to be joined 
together. 

We would then begin to look for the high 
volume movement which would justify a 
continuous shuttle service by rail in either 
unit trains or multiple car lots, 10 cars of 
100 tons each would fill one barge. Applying 
the best new rail technology, the railroad 
might then greatly improve the utmzation 
of its equipment, loading his freight car 
twice a week instead of the industry average 
of 16.2 times a year. Even 1f the rate were 
at a fairly generous level of 8/lOths or 9/lOths 
of a cent for a 200 or 300 mile haul the rail
road might be looking at annual revenues of 
$18,000 to $27,000 per car instead of the 
industry average of $4,900. 

That's just on a one-way movement. Sup
pose further, a "w1lling partner" relationship 
had developed to the point at which the 
barge lines would be actively seeking a back
haul to fit into the original movement. Now 
we have a two-way shuttle movement. The 
savings to the public might be even greater, 
although the earnings from the rate to the 
railroad and the barge line might be higher. 

Whether it is in transportation or in the 
manufacture of chewing gum a high volume 
means a low unit cost. Railroads and water 
carriers are natural partners for high volume 
movements. 

The Water Transport Association is now 
getting down to brass tacks on its "willing 
partner" campaign. We need a lot of help 
from shippers, carriers and engineers to 
apply "the art of directing the great sources 
of power in nature for the use and con
venience of man, as the means of produc
tion and traffic in states, both for external 
and internal trade." 

ADDRF.8S BY VICE PRESIDENT 
HUMPHREY BEFORE THE CITY 
CLUB IN CLEVELAND, OHIO, PRO
POSING A MARSHALL PLAN FOR 
AMERICAN CITIES 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, on 

July 2, in a speech at Cleveland, Vice 
President HUMPHREY proposed a Mar
shall plan for American cities. Briefly, 
the Vice President proposes a National 
Urban Development Bank which would 
get started with an appropriation of 
Federal funds, but which would ulti
mately be financed through federally 
guaranteed bonds sold by the bank to 
private investors. The national bank 
would charter regional banks for specific 
metropolitan areas. These regional banks 
would make available credit to both pub
lic and private borrowers for programs 
which are found to be essential to urban 
development, but which cannot be finan
ced through any other means. 

Mr. President, the proposal made by 
Vice President HUMPHREY is an interest
ing one, and one that I know will re
ceive the attention and consideration of 
those of us who are concerned about the 
problems of our cities. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
;Speech by the Vice President be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
ias follows: 

A MARSHALL BLAN FOR AMERICA'S CITIES 
(Remarks by Vice President HUBERT H. 

HUMPHREY before the City Club in Cleve
land, Ohio, July 2, 1968) 
What happens in America's cities happens 

to America. 
It is by the quality of life in our cities 

that the character of our civilization wm be 
judged. 

It is in our cities that American democ
racy will either succeed or fail. 

It is there that the American dream-the 
dream of a free and equal people, living 
together in harmony-will or will not be 
achieved. 

The urgent problems of our ciities today 
are evident to anyone who tries to walk 
in them ... or drive ... or breathe ... or 
find a quiet park, or a home, or a hospital, 
or a school a child could be proud of. 

The harsh tragic facts of the slum and 
ghetto have become so familiar that detail
ing them is a filibuster ... to put off action. 

The truth, at least here in Cleveland-yes, 
and in Washington-is that a great deal 1s 
being done. There have been substantial 
gains. 

But we are far short of the mark. As a 
nation, we haven't given this job the priority 
it must have. 

We haven't yet made up our minds to pay 
what it costs-both in resources and in 
commitment. 

We are still on the defensive. We know~ 
or think we know-whait we are against. 

We are less clear about what we are for. 
We have declared a war on poverty. But 

we still need a crusade for opportunity. 
We are against slums. But should we wipe 

them out or rebuild them or both? 
We realize increasingly that the city it

self is not the problem. The city is only the 
place where a score of different problems 
converge. And we have not yet developed 
that central, unifying idea which will be 
a rallying point for action. 

That is why I have called for a Marshall 
Plan for America's cities. 

The Marshall Plan was effective in West
ern Europe, above all, because of its concen
tration on a clear and feasible purpose. 

It depended on a moral commitment ..• 
on planning ... and on money to back both 
up. 

It also depended on the use of American 
funds only as a catalyst to activate West
ern Europe's own human and material re
sources. 

The American people put nearly 14 billlon 
dollars into Western Europe over a five-year 
period. This sum was less by far than the 
cost to us-or to Europe--0f economic chaos 
... or utter despair ... or violence or an
other war. 

Our money did not buy a new Europe. Nor 
could ten times as much have done so. 

It helped Western Europeans build their 
own new Europe. 

It generated a far greater amount of Eu
ropean capital. 

It put jobless people on the job of rebuild
ing. 

And it was used with enormous eftlciency 
because of carefully coordinated planning 
by the European nations themselves. 

Local initiative, careful planning, coordi
nated policy, stl'<ict priorities, and massive 
commitment--these techniques brought a 
new Europe from the ashes of World War II. 

These are also the requirements for per
fecting the American city. 

The Marshall Plan produced a quick and 
visible impact--not only in bricks and mor
tar but in people's lives. 

The initial investment was large enough, 
and the vision grand enough, to inspire 
hope . . . to show that the job could be 
done ... to generate the will for self-help 
which brought Europe to self-sufficiency and 
prosperity. 

This is the necessary element in a nation
wide attack on the urban problem in Amer
ica today. 

There has in recent years been an unprec
edented direction of federal funds and ef
forts to the problems of the cities. 

A new Department of Housing and Urban 
Development has been set up--and a De
partment of Transportation, with responsi
bilities that bear directly on the urban 
problem. 

A Model Cities Program is now funding 
comprehensive planning efforts in slum 
neighborhoods of 75 cities-150 next year. 

Planning under Model Cities is done where 
it should be done-in the community. The 
plans must be total plans-to take account 
of housing, jobs, education, transportation, 
health, recreation and open spaces, and their 
interrelationship. 

The Housing and Urban Development Act 
of 1968, now before the Congress, will initiate 
an unprecedented ten-year housing cam
paign to produce 26 milllon homes, 6 million 
of them federally assisted. 

I hope that the events of the next year, 
especially in Vietnam, will let us advance 
that schedule. 

The Economic Opportunity Act . . . the 
Manpower Development and Training 
Act ... the Education Acts ... the He&lth 
Acts . . . improvements in the Social Secu
rity Act and many more, have had a sub
stantial impact on the problems of the cities. 

But these all stlll appear as soattered 
efforts. 

Now we must concentrate and coordinate 
our efforts. 

How many houses? How many schools? 
How many health care centers? 

When? What is the timetable? 
How much will it cost? 
It wm cost money-a great deal of it. 
To help solve the central problems of fi-

nancing, I propose the creation of a National 
Urban Development Bank, financed through 
subscription of private funds. 

I propose federal underwriting of the un
usual "risk" elements which are inevitably 
going to be involved in meeting the hardest 
and most critical urban problems. 

Such a bank would have enough borrowing 
and lending authority to do the job. And we 
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are talking ~ere about b11lions of dollars each 
year. 

An appropriation of federal funds would 
get the bank started. The balance of the 
funds would come from federally-guaranteed 
bonds, to be sold by the bank to private 
investors. 

It would provide for private equity par
ticipation in the bank's operations. 

Affiliated regional banks would be chartered 
by the National Bank for specific metropoli
tan areas. 

Regional bank funds would be available to 
both public and private borrowers for pro
grams which cannot be financed through any 
other means, but which are found essential 
to urban development. 

They would be available, at varying inter
est rates depending on the circumstances of 
the need, to finance or help finance publlcly
sponsored projects---especlally, but not ex
clusively, in the inner cities. 

These regional banks would aid in the fi
nancing of public facillties of all types and 
would include: 

Funding of nonprofit neighborhood de
velopment corporations; 

Guaranteed loans, made through conven
tional private lenders, for inner city and 
metropolitan-wide development; 

Loans to inner city small businessmen 
whose contribution to the economy of their 
communities is now limited by lack of fi
nancing; 

Funding of quasi-public housing develop
ment corporations. 

Regional banks would provide technical 
management assistance in urban planning 
and development. 

The establishment of a National Urban De
velopment Bank with an assured source of 
funds would facmtate and encourage long
range planning for metropolitan area de
velopment--planning now inhibited by the 
uncertainties of the annual appropriation 
process. 

Congressional surve11lance would be main
tained in appropriations, covering the differ
ential between market and subsidized rates, 
technical assistance and other special grantS 
for community and metropolitan develop
ments. 

Regional Bank Boards would include rep
resentation of local governments, as well as 
the broad spectrum of the population-white 
and black, rich and poor. Further community 
participation would be encouraged through 
direct equity investment in the Regional 
Bank by the people themselves. 

This ls essentially a program for federal 
underwriting of loans. 

This is even more essentially a proposal to 
commit ourselves, as a country, to paying 
whatever ls the cost not just saving, but 
of perfecting, our cities. 

I shall ask Congress and the people of 
America to make this commitment. 

I will urge that meeting the needs of 
America's cities be made in effect a prior 
lien on the additional several billions which 
we will realize each year in increased revenues 
from present taxes on our vastly-expanded 
national income. 

I will urge, too, that we use, on these prob
lems, a fair share of the "peace dividend" 
which can be ours-if we are steadfast in 
our determination to achieve an honorable 
settlement in Paris-and if we can achieve 
mutual deescalation in the costly and futile 
arms race between our nation and the Soviet 
Union. 

Now let me make this equally clear: Any 
single proposal must not diminish to any 
dregree whatsoever the other efforts which 
are essential to meet the urban crisis. 

Social progress in our free enterprise econ
omy has never been-nor should it be-pri
marily a responslbllity of the public sector. 

Private business, labor, banks, industry, 
and our universities must assume their full 
share of the urban development burden. 

And we must create new mechanisms to 

stimulate private investment to meet our 
social priorities. 

If we are to perfect our cities within the 
traditions of American free enterprise, much 
of the money-and much of the initiative-
must come from the private sector. 

Six out of seven jobs in our economy are 
in the private sector. 

Housing ls almost entirely a private indus
try in America. 

Most of the new build:ings are designed by 
private architects, built by private contrac
tors, and paid for by private concerns. 

I am for keeping it that way. I think we 
can. 
· The life insurance companies of America 
have made an important start, not only with 
their. bllllon-dollar commitment to bulld 
inner-city housing and create jobs, but also 
with the television documentary we saw last 
week on the dimensions of our urban 
cballenge. 

The National Alllance of Businessmen is 
ahead of schedule with pledges to hire and 
train the hard-core unemployed. 

Business leaders in many of our cities have 
joined together in urban coalitions to begin 
improving their total communities. 

This ls only a beginning. 
We can never build the cities we need 

without the full commitment of private en
terprise. 

We must, therefore, be prepared to offer 
financial and tax incentives to engage the 
enormous power of the private sector. 
· We must also offer these incentives, in 
addition to schools and first-class public 
services, as magnets to draw new industry 
and populations to the smaller city and new 
town-which can become the well-planned 
metropolis of tomorrow. 

We are dependent on the vigorous exer
cise of private ingenuity, modern business 
methods, free enterprise to do most of the 
job in our cities. 

There must clearly be a reordering and 
simplification of the local, state, and fed
eral structures for administering the pro
grams that are needed for urban and human 
redevelopment. 

To begin to control the forces of urban
ization, we must develop planning on an 
area-wide scale. We must avoid the irra
tional patchworks that have marked our 
urban growth patterns. 

No matter what the federal government 
does, however, the consequences of urban 
disorganization cannot be avoided until lo
calities recognize and accept their common 
destiny. 

Constitutional reform and modernization 
of county and municipal government are no 
longer subjects for academic debate and edi
torial discussion. They are imperatives if our 
democracy is to survive. 

Councils of governments-regional associa
tions whose members are the governmental 
units of the metropolitan area-can provide 
an effective forum for attacking those prob
lems whose solutions demand inter-govern
mental cooperation and coordination-law 
enforcement, transportation, air pollution, 
sanitation and garbage dlspo~al, and employ
ment. 

As dlmcult as it will be, the next president 
must undertake a fundamental reorganiza
tion of all federal urban activities. 

We must provide a structure which re
wards innovation and a desire to act-not 
one which slowly drains and destroys the 
enthusiasm, effectiveness, and vision of 
urban leaders. 

Then there ls the problem of construction 
standards and technology-one of many 
places where we need uniform codes and 
state laws. 

We shall never meet our national housing 
goals so long as 5,000 local jurisdictions apply 
different building-code standards. 

Federal housing assistance, whether in the 
form of direct grants, loans, or mortgage in
surance, should be contingent on the mod-

ernizatlon of local land-use laws anc! build
ing codes. 

I urge, too, the adoption of the plain 
principle of publlc administrative respon
sib111ty: that the worst problems get the first 
attention. 

In most cities today, public services are 
poorest where needs are greatest. 

Schools are weakest where learning ls 
hardest. This is wrong. 

Garbage collection ls slowest where the 
rats are. 

Building codes are not enforced where the 
conditions they were designed to prevent are 
most prevalent. 

Where health problems are most severe, 
medical facllitles and personnel are least 
adequate-and often the most expensive. 

Mr. Mayor, City Councilmen, Taxpayers: It 
is time to change that pattern. I don't sug
gest we impair city services in the better 
neighborhoods. I only say: We must make 
these services avallable to all our citizens. 

But· these courses of actlon--essential to 
prog,ress--only make feasible the truly critical 
element: The motivation and capacity for 
effective action in the community itself. 

The last several years have demonstrated 
the striking ability of citizens to assume 
major responslblllty for shaping their own 
destinies--on their block, in their neighbor
hood, and throughout their city. 

Persons supposedly lacking sophisticated 
training and preparation for community 
leadership have mounted some of our most 
successful and broadly-supported urban pro-
grams. · 

Cleveland: Now! Is a foremost example 
of the creative role which people can assume 
in saving a city. Under Mayor Carl Stokes' 
leadership, this ls a community team in ac
tion-and achieving results. 

But in many places this popular initiative 
has been thwarted-by lack of operating 
funds-by an unresponsive or even hostile 
bureaucracy in city hall, the state capitol or 
Washington-by unrealistic sets of rules, 
guidellnes, regulations and procedures. 

Whether the vehicle ls a community cor
poration, neighborhood councll, or city-wide 
planning body, we must prove our faith in 
democracy by getting people into the act. 

New forms of neighborhood government 
must be considered by state legislatures and 
city councils. 

I call particularly on tho8e who are young 
to bring their capacities for invention, for 
faith, for commitment, and for human com
passion, to the task of recreating cities that 
have gotten old before their time. 

Let today's young people prove themselves 
as the generation of city builders. 

I propose no miracles. 
I make no promises that cannot be kept. 
I have no promises that cannot be kept. 
I have been the mayor of a great city. I 

know the weakness as well as the virtue of 
civic pride ... how easy it is to start some
thing-and how hard to finish Lt. 

I know that stopping what is going on in 
our cities today is like stopping cancer. 

But I know, too, that the American city 
is not going to die. 

I know every mistake we have made 1D 
bulldlng our cities ls a human mlst~e
which means it is within human capacity to 
correct. 

We have everything it takes to recreate 
our cities ... not in "Gleaming Alabaster" 
but surely "Undimmed by Human Tears." 

There ls no need-and it w1l1 compound 
our previous error-to settle !or minimum 
housing; minimum health, minimum wages 
and employment, minimum schools, mini
mum neighborhoods. 

We don't believe in a minimum Am.erlcan
and we won't fight hard enough if that ls all 
we are after. 

We believe-and we will fight for that 
belief-in creating an urban environment 
that calls forth the best quallty in every 
person ... that 11berates the human spirit. 
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What is at stake today is not the urban

but the human condition. 
We propose not to improve-but to per-

fec~that condition. 
I say we can. 
I say we will. 
I say we can build an America that may 

be seen throughout the world, and by us, 
as Carl Sandburg saw her: 

"I see America, not in the setting sun of a 
black night of despair ahead of us. I see 
America in the crimson light of a rising sun 
fresh from the burning, creative hand of god. 
I see great days ahead, great days possible to 
men and women of wm and vision." 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield to me briefty? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the Sena
tor from Ohio. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
I wish to associate myself with the state
ments of the distinguished Senator from 
Alabama. It was a matter of rejoicing and 
great happiness to me that the Vice Pres
ident came into my home city of Cleve
land and delivered his magnificent ad
dress, and pointed to the path and the 
way that should be fallowed for the wel
fare and advancement of our Nation and 
its people. His proposals for a Marshall 
plan for the cities of America should be 
considered by Congress at the earliest op
portunity. In his speech in Cleveland the 
Vice President again clearly showed his 
thorough understanding of the problems 
afflicting our cities and his profound con
cern for the millions of Americans who 
live in metropolitan areas. I commend 
him for his leadership in urging a nation
wide attack on the urban problem in 
America today. 

A HUMPHREY FOREIGN POLICY 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an editorial entitled "A 
Humphrey Foreign Policy," published in 
the Evening Star of yesterday. The pro
posal of the distinguished Vice President 
deals with matters we have been discuss
ing in the Senate for years and concerns 
our relationship with the rest of the 
world. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

A HUMPHREY FOREIGN POLICY 

The presidential campaign oratory so far, 
to the extent that it touched foreign affairs, 
has focused mainly on the Vietnam War. 
This is natural. But it hardly aids the public 
in the selection of a leader at this critical 
hour in the nation's history. 

Into this void, Vice President Humphrey, 
seeking to establish himself as his own man, 
has just issued what his campaign head
quarters describes as a "major, far-reaching 
foreign policy statement." It is all of that, 
and meticulously drafted too. In the Star's 
view, moreover, it is a first rate statemen~ 
both for what it says, and what it doesn't 
say. 

The Vice President could have assuaged 
vocal elements within the Democratic Party 
by calling for a return to fortress America. 
That he did not is a credit both to the man 
himself and his firm grasp of political reali
ties. No one would believe that this proven 
intemationallst would have the United States 
opt out of world affairs-whatever that might 
mean. 

Now for what he did say. Humphrey has 
done no less than set forth suggested guide
posts for "the next era in American foreign 

policy." They include (1) a shift in our ap
proach to the Communist World from "con
frontation and containment to ... recon
ciliation and peaceful engagement," (2) a 
top priority focus on improving relations 
with Western Europe, Eastern Europe, and 
the Soviet Union, and (3) positive encour
agement to Communist China to become a 
"responsible, participating member of the 
community of nations." In the developing 
world, Humphrey would fulfill existing secu
rity commitments, but with the firm insist
ence that "any threatened country" have 
"the support of the people." At the same 
time, he would build for the future, calling 
for "a steady increase rather than a decrease 
in the amount of aid we make avaUable." 
Finally, the Vice President would have Con
gress and the people play a greater role in 
shaping this country's foreign policy. 

All these proposals make eminent sense, 
insofar as Humphrey spells them out. The 
Vice President would do well to provide addi
tional detail as thP. campaign progresses. 

For now, it is enough to note the fact that 
the Vice President has succeeded in staking 
out his own foreign policy position. We hope 
that his future statements so aptly colllbine 
independence with sense. 

LT. COMDR. WILLIAM W. GENTRY 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent thwt the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar No. 
1389, H.R. 5815. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
5815) for the relief of Lt. Comdr. Wil
liam W. Gentry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the present consideraition of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
(No. 1411), explaining the purposes of 
the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of the proposed legislation is 
to relieve William W. Gentry, a retired Navy 
lieutenant commander of Springfield, Va., of 
llab111ty in the amount of $4,648.10, repre
senting payments of retired pay in the period 
from November 24, 1965, to October 23, 1966, 
while he was employed by a corporation 
which performed contract work for the 
United States. The b111 would authorize the 
payment of any amounts paid or withheld 
by reason of the circumstances of Lieutenant 
Commander Gentry's employment by the firm 
and the limitation on retired pay. 

STATEMENT 

The facts of the case are set forth in the 
House report on this legislation and are as 
follows: 

"The Department of the Navy in its report 
to the committee on the bill indicated that 
it supports the bill with the amendments 
recommended in the Navy report. The Comp
troller General in his report to the com
mittee stated that relief is a matter for the 
Congress to determine and made no recom
mendation concerning the bill. 

"The bill H.R. 5815, was the subject of a. 
subcommittee hearing on March 8, 1968. The 
testimony at that hearing established that 
Lieutenant Commander Gentry retired from 
the Navy in 1965 and became associated with 
a construction firm in Springfield, Va. As is 
indicated in the Navy Department report, 
Lieutenant Commander Gentry, as a nominal 
vice president of ConstrucTech Corp., signed 

certain bids and other contract documents 
relating to contracts between the corpora
tion and the Navy. It appears that the con
tracts in question were advertised for open 
competitive bidding and were awarded to the 
corporation as low bidder. Lieutenant Com
mander Gentry, in signing the documents, 
did not identify himself as a naval officer. At 
the hearing, Mr. Gentry described the nature 
of the contract procedures followed by the 
company for which he worked. The contracts 
were competitive bid contracts. These were 
sealed bids which were submitted to the 
Government and opened publicly. The Navy 
report observes that Mr. Gentry apparently 
made no personal contact with any official of 
the Navy concerning the awarding of the 
contracts and was not identified by the Navy 
as a retired officer until after the contracts 
had been awarded. 

"At the subcommittee hearing, the mem
bers of the subcommittee ascertained that 
Mr. Gentry had attempted to familiarize him
self with applicable law and regulations con
cerning his employment following retire
ment. The services provide officers who retire 
with a pamphlet outlining the laws which 
apply to retired individuals and, in particu
lar, laws which may limit or bar certain types 
of employment. This latter category includes 
the laws concerning dual compensation or 
dual employment by the Federal Govern
ment. Mr. Gentry was aware of the dual 
compensation restriction but did not under
stand that engaging in contracting in the 
manner he ultimately did as an employee of 
the Virginia corporation would be subject to 
restrictions and result in the loss of retired 
pay. At the hearing it was pointed out that 
the circumstances which resulted in his be
ing denied retired pay for the period of the 
contracts was that he had been authorized 
by the corporation to sign the bids which 
were sealed and submitted to the Govern
ment and upon acceptance had signed the 
contract involved. This is referred to in the 
departmental report which also observes that 
statements made by him indicate that he ac
cepted in good faith and that he was un
aware that his signing of the documents 
might be subject to question. 

"Lieutenant Commander Gentry's retired 
pay was administratively stopped by the 
Department of the Navy on August 8, 1966, 
pursuant to 37 U.S.C. 801 ( c) , and the prec
edent provided in the Comptroller General's 
decision of November 9, 1959 (39 Comp. Gen. 
366 (Cotter)). Subsequently, the Gentry 
case was considered by the Comptroller Gen
eral in decision B-160236 of December 2, 1966. 
In that decision, it was held that Lieutenant 
Commander Gentry was not entitled to re
tired pay during any part of the period 
between November 30, 1965, and October 30, 
1966, which was the period when one or 
more of the contracts signed by Lieuten
ant Commander Gentry were in effect and 
ConstrucTech Corp. was engaged in perform
ance of the contracts. 

"The Navy report observes that it appears 
that Lieutenant Commander Gentry's case 
is analogous to the cases of Rear Adm. Carl 
H. Cotter, CEC, U.S. Navy (ret.) (discussed 
in 30 Comp. Gen. 336 (1959) and of Rear 
Adm. Walter B. Davidson, U.S. Navy (ret.) 
(discussed in 42 Comp. Gen. 32 (1962)). In 
each of these cases, the 'selling' activity Of 
the retired officer concerned consisted of 
signing bids, contracts, or other contractual 
documents with the Navy without actual 
contact with personnel of the Navy, the pur
chasing uniformed service. In each case re
tired pay was withheld pursuant to the 
then effective civil 'selling' statute. In the 
Cotter and Davidson cases, however, the pay 
withheld was restored by Congress through 
private relief legislation (Cotter, Private Law 
87-196 and 87-677; Davidson, Private Law 
88-131) . The committee feels that the previ
ous two cases establish a basis for relief in 
this instance. It can also be noted that Mr. 
Gentry was employed in relatively small 
contract operations by a new corporation 
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which had just begun operations and there 
is no indication of any improper activity or 
allegation of improper conduct on the part 
of Mr. Gentry. The situation is merely that 
the law provides for a bar to persons in Mr. 
Gentry's retired status from engaging in 
'selling,' a term which has been applied to 
contract activity of this type." 

The committee, after a review of all of the 
foregoing, concurs in the action of the House 
of Representatives and recommends that the 
bill, H.R. 5815, be considered favorably. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is 
apen to amendment. If there be no 
amendment to be proposed, the question 
is on the third reading and passage of 
the bill. 

The bill (H.R. 5815) was ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

THE CALENDAR 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate turn 
to the consideration of portions of the 
calendar, beginning with Calendar No. 
1397, up to and including Calendar No. 
1408. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

ARGOS NATIONAL FISH HATCH
ERY, INDIANA 

The bill <H.R. 10923) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to convey the 
Argos National Fish Hatchery in Indi
ana to the Izaak Walton League was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the re
port <No. 1418), explaining the purposes 
of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 
The Argos National Fish Hatchery was 

donated to the U.S. Government in 1935 by 
the Izaak Walton League of America. In 
1954, for reasons of economy, the Bureau o! 
Sport Fisheries and Wildlife ceased to oper
ate this facility. Under a cooperative agree
ment, the league has operated the facility 
since that date. 

This legislation would authorize the Sec
retary of the Interior to reconvey the title 
to the league. 

NEED FOR THE LEGISLATION 
The Argos Hatchery-located 1n Marshall 

County, Ind., and containing 13.5 acres
was originally owned by Chapter No. 68 of 
the Izaak Walton League of America. The 
13.5 acres was part of a 17-acre tract owned 
by the Argos chapter. About 4 acres were re
tained by the chapter for its use as a head
quarters and recreation area. 

In 1935 the league donated the hatchery 
to the United States. It was operated by the 
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife of 
the Department of the Interior and its prede
cessor agencies from 1935 to 1954, when it 
became economically infeasible to operat.e. 
During this period the Bureau c:onSltruoted 
five ponds for fish-rearing purposes-at a 
cost of approximately $23,000-and operated 
these ponds in conjunction with activities at 
the nearby national fish hatchery at Roch
ester, Ind. 

Under a cooperative agreement the league 
assumed the responsib111ty for operation of 
the Argos Hatchery and ponds in 1954, since 
these ft ve ponds were no longer needed to 
supplement production of the Rochester 
hatchery. The area is being operated by the 

league at the present time as a warm water 
fish hatchery for propagation of blue gill and 
bass primarily. 

Since it is no longer practicable for the 
Bureau to operate this facmty, the Depart
ment of the Interior desires to be relieved 
of administrative accountab111ty. To accom
plish this purpose--under existing law-the 
hatchery would have to be disposed of under 
the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, once a determination is 
made that it is not needed by any other 
Bureau of this Department or any other 
Federal agency. If it were found to be sur
plus to all Federal needs, the property would 
normally be disposed of by the General 
Services Administration by public sale. If 
this should occur, there would be no assur
ance that the league could acquire the prop
erty, thus the need for this legislation to 
assure that the title is returned to the 
league, its original owner. 
GENERAL DISCUSSION OF WHAT THE BILL DOES 

AND THE AMENDMENT 
The bill would authorize the Secretary of 

the Interior to convey to the Izaak Walton 
League of America, without compensation, 
the title to the Argos National Fish Hatch
ery in Marshall County, Ind. However, before 
conveying title, the Secretary must find that 
the league is capable of assuming the full 
responsib1lity for operating and maintain
ing the hatchery for the purposes for which 
it was established. 

In view of the fact that the Argos Hatch
ery was owned by the league when donated 
to the U.S. Government, and in view of the 
fact that the league has been operating the 
hatchery since 1954--when it became eco
nomically infeasible for the Department of 
the Interior to continue its operation-your 
committee deems it only equitable that the 
title should be returned to the original 
owner. 

Whenever the Secretary determines, after 
conveyance, that the hatchery is not being 
operated and maintained for the purposes 
for which it was established, title thereto 
shall automatically revert to the United 
States. 

COST OF THE LEGISLATION 
It is estimated by the Department of the 

Interior that there would be no additional 
cost to the Federal Government in the event 
this legislation is enacted. In fact, a saving 
to the Federal Government should occur for 
the amount of maintaining the property in
volved, estimated to be $5,000 per year. 

NATION'S ESTUARIES STUDY 
The Senate proceeded to consider the 

bill CH.R. 25) to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior in cooperation with the 
States, to conduct an inventory and 
study of the Nation's estuaries and their 
natural resources, and for other pur
poses which had been reported from the 
Committee on Commerce with an 
amendment on page 4, at the beginning 
of line 18, strike out "$750,000" and in
sert "$250,000." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The amendment was ordered to be en

grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time, and 
passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the repo,rt 
(No. 1419), explaining the purposes of 
the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 
The purpose of this bill is to provide a 

means for considering the need to protect, 

conserve, and restore these estuaries in a 
manner that adequately and reasonably 
maintains a balance between the national 
need for such protection in the interest of 
conserving the natural resources and natural 
beauty of the Nation and the need to develop 
these estuaries to further the growth and 
development of the Nation. In connection 
with the exercise of jurisdiction over the 
estuaries of the Nation and in consequence 
of the benefits resulting to the public, it is 
declared to be the policy of Congress to rec
ognize, preserve, and protect the responsibili
ties of the States in protecting, conserving, 
and restoring the estuaries of the United 
States. 

The blll would authorize and direct the 
Secretary of the Interior-in consultation 
with the States, the Secretary of the Army, 
and other Federal agencies-to conduct a 
study and inventory of the Nation's estuaries 
and the waters of the Great Lakes. As a result 
of such study, the Secretary would be required 
to submit, not later than January 30, 1970, 
to the Congress through the President, a re
port of the study together with legislative 
recommendations on the desirab111ty of es
tablishing a nationwide system of estuarine 
·areas, the terms, conditions, and authorities 
to govern such system, and the designation 
and acquisition of any specific areas which 
he believes should be acquired by the United 
States. However, no lands could be acquired 
unless authorized by subsequent act of Con
gress. 

Recommendations made by the Secretary 
for the acquisition of any estuarine area 
shall be developed in consultation with the 
States, municipalities, and other interested 
Federal agencies. Each such recommendation 
shall be accompanied by ( 1) expressions of 
any views which the interested States, mu
nicipalities, and other Federal and river basin 
commissions may submit, (2) a statement 
setting forth the probable effect of the rec
ommended action on any comprehensive 
river basin plan that may have been adopted 
by Congress or that is serving as a guide for 
coordinating Federal programs in the basin 
where such area is located, (3) in the ab
sence of such a plan, a statement indicating 
the probable effect of the recommended ac
tion on alternative beneficial uses of the 
resources of the estuarine area, and (4) a 
discussion of the major economic, social, and 
ecological trends occurring in such area. 

LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND 
Three bills on estuaries have been intro

duced during the 90th Congress-S. 695 by 
Senators Kennedy and Magnuson, S. 2365 by 
Senator Ribicoff, and H.R. 25 by Congress
man John Dingell. 

S. 695 and H.R. 25 were identical b1lls. The 
House Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wild
life of the Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries held 3 days of hearings on H.R. 
25. They heard 60 witnesses and compiled a 
486-page hearing record. The subcommittee 
recommendation to the full committee, after 
several days of consideration, was that the 
b111 be amended. This amended b111 was re
ported by the House and was passed Febru
ary 8, 1968. 

The Committee on Commerce held hear
ings June 3, 1968, on the three b1lls and 
recommended that H.R. 25 be reported. At 
the hearing, there was a question on section 
6 of the bill and the chairman asked the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fish and 
Wildlfe and Parks, Department of the In
terior, to submit a statement of clarifica
tion to be placed in this report. The state
ment is as follows: 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D .C ., July 8, 1968. 

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: During the recent 
hearings on H.R. 25, there was some concern 
raised that section 6 of the b111 would in 
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effect negate the purposes of the legislation. 
While we are in sympathy with this concern, 
we do not interpret the language of section 
6 as a green light to any Federal agency 
to disrupt the orderly development of any 
estuarine plan developed under this act. 

Section 6 of the bill is as follows: 
"SEc. 6. Nothing in this Act shall be con

strued to affect the authority of any Federal 
agency to carry out any Federal project here
tofore or hereafter authorized within an 
estuary." 

The object of this disclaimer is to make it 
clear that this bill will not affect projects 
authorized by the Congress. This is particu
larly important in the case of projects au
thorized prior to enactment of H.R. 25. In 
the case of future projects for which con
gressional authorization is sought, section 4 
of the bill adequately protects the estuarine 
plan. Seoton 4 requires that all water resource 
project plans and reports submitted to 
Congress for authorization "shall contain a 
discussion by the Secretary of the Interior of 
such estuaries and such resources and the 
effects of the project on them and his recom
mendations thereon." This provision would 
give this Department, working with the af
fected States, ample opportunity to point 
out and protect the estuarine resource inter
ests. Accordingly, we strongly urge that H.R. 
25 be enacted without amendment. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLARENCE F. PAUTZKE, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
ESTUARIES 

Webster's New International Dictionary, 
third edition, defines an estuary: 

"la: a water passage (as the mouth of a 
river) where the tide meets the current of a 
stream: tidal rl ver b: an arm of the sea at 
the lower end of a river 2: a drowned river 
mouth caused by the sinking of the land near 
the coast." 

In "A Symposium on Estuarine Fisheries" 
by the American Fisheries Society, special 
publication No. 3 of 1966, Roland F. Smith 
said that he considered the following defini
tion by W. M. Cameron and D. W. Pritchard, 
in "The Sea" as being generally satisfactory-

" An estuary 1s a semi enclosed coastal body 
of water having a free connection with the 
open sea and within which the sea water is 
measurably diluted with fresh water deriving 
from land drainage." 

Continuing, Mr. Smith said: 
"Closely associated with an estuary, as de

fined above, are transition zones-salt 
meadows, coastal marshes, intertidal areas, 
sounds and other coastal water areas, plus 
the vital fresh water habitats above the 
upper limit of salt water intrusion, so impor
tant as spawning and nursery areas for many 
anadromous fish." 

NEED FOR THE LEGISLATION 

In recent years, great strides have been 
made in the United States in setting aside, 

preserving and developing many areas of the 
country as wildlife refuges, parks, seashores 
and recreation areas. In trying to attain these 
goals, there has been a tendency to ignore 
some of our m.ost valuable areas-the many, 
but fast dwindling estuaries and wet lands 
found along our ocean and Great Lakes 
coastlines. 

A meandering river flows to the sea and 
terminates in an estuary. At this point, the 
river waters, the ocean tides, the coastal cur
rents, and the contours of our shores interact 
resulting in the depositing of river sediments 
and sediments washed up by the sea. It is a 
holding place for nutrients. These sediments 
slowly settle and form sand or mudflats 
which are covered with algae and other 
plants that can survive in salt and brackish 
water. Thus, the coastal marsh is formed 
with its myriad channels and creeks and 
small potholes. This marginal sea and land 
area is the environment for many natural 
resources. 

Your committee was impressed with a re
cent report of the Environmental Pollution 
Panel of the President's Science Advisory 
Committee, which sets forth in graphic terms 
the many values of the estuarine-wetland 
areas; 

"Large populations of birds, including such 
game species as ducks, geese, swans, rails, 
and snipe, concentrate in the waterlogged 
lowlands-"wetlands"-associated with estu
aries, bays, sounds, and keys. Waterfowl come 
there chiefly during the winter to feed on the 
fish on the lush vegetation or on the brackish 
water invertebrate animals that abound in 
the zone. -

"Many of our most valued commercial and 
game species such as prawns, menhaden, 
bluefish, weakfish, croaker, mullet, and chan
nel bass, spend their juvenile stages in the 
protected inside waters of the estuarine zone. 
Oysters, soft clams, blue crabs, and diamond 
back terrapins are all residents of estuaries. 
Fishes that divide their lives between fresh 
water and salt such as salmon, striped bass, 
shad, river herring, and eels, pause for a 
sojourn between coastal waters and their 
upstream or oceanic spawning grounds. 

"Several qualities combine to give peculiar 
biological value to the estuarine zone. To 
begin with, the salt marshes are extraordi
narily fertile. The Sapelo Marshes of Georgia 
* * * produce nearly seven times as much or
ganic matter per unit area as the water of 
the Continental Shelf, 20 times as much as 
that of the deep sea, six times as much as 
average wheat-producing land • • •.For this 
reason alone the estuarine waters are excel
lent nursery grounds for coastal fishes. An
other reason is that the estuarine systems 
are capacious; for the meandering marsh 
creeks add enormously to the area of the 
shallow water nurseries. 

"Over 90 percent of the total harvest of 
seafoods from waters off the United States 
are taken on the Continental Shelf. Nearly 
two-thirds of that fraction are composed of 

species whose existence depends on the es
tuarine zone; or which must pass through the 
zone en route to spawning grounds. To cite 
a few examples: the menhaden is the most 
abundant of all our commercial fishes, the 
cheapest source of animal protein, and the 
object of the largest fishery in North America. 
Southern shrimps, oysters, blue crabs, and 
Pacific salmons are among our most valuable 
fishery resources. Striped bass, sea trouts, 
bluefish, tarpon, and boneflsh rank among 
the most celebrated of marine food and 
game fishes. 

In 1960, estuarine-dependent seafood 
resources supported about 90,000 commercial 
fishermen to whom they yielded 2.8 billion 
pounds. This quantity was worth $59 million 
on the wholesale market. The resources 
yielded an additional 900,000 pounds to 
about 1,600,000 anglers. It is hard to evalu
ate recreational fishing, but if the amount 
spent spec1fically for fishing expeditions 
over and above normal living costs be ac
cepted as an index, the value of the sports
men's catch of estuarine-dependent fishes 
was about $163 million. 

"North America. is endowed with a remark
able variety and abundance of waterbirds; 
that is to say, birds which must obta.in food 
largely in or about water. These include all 
the waterfowl (ducks, geese, brant, and 
swan); and all those that live in marshes 
such as herons, egrets, ibises, rails, galinules, 
and cranes; and shore birds, such as sand
pipers, plovers, and numerous other species 
that run along the beaches in search of 
food * * •. For most of these bird species, 
no economic value can be assigned. They 
are simply items in our Nation's treasury 
of natural beauty, essential parts of what 
makes "country"; but even so unevaluable. 
Waterfowl, on the other hand, do have meas
urable dollars-and-cents value; for they are 
among our leading recreational assets. In 
1960, nearly 2 million people hunted water
fowl and spent over $89 million for this form 
of recreation." 

The destruction of estuarine areas 
throughout the United States has progressed 
more rapidly in recent years because of pop
ulation pressures for housing space, indus
trial developments, and works of improve
ment for hurricane protection and control 
of beach erosion and salt water intrusion. 
In addition, many estuarine areas are being 
altered ecologically to the detriment of de
sirable organisms by pollution and water 
fl.ow control. Nearly every past action by man 
along the coastline has damaged, to some 
degree, the physical existence or biological 
quality of the estuarine areas. 

The following table submitted by the De
partment of the Interior provides precise in
formation in the 20-year record of loss of 
important fish and wildlife estuarine habitat 
along the Atlantic gulf, and Pacific coasts 
and the Great Lakes shoreline where shoal 
areas less than 6 feet deep are arbitrarily 
considered as esrtuaries. 

NATIONAL SUMMARY-LOSS OF IMPORTANT FISH AND WILDLIFE ESTUARINE HABITAT 

Acres of estuaries Acres of estuaries 

State Basic area of Area of basic Percent loss State Basic area of Area of basic Percent loss 
Total area important habitat lost of habitat Total area important habitat lost of habitat 

habitat by dredging habitat by dred~ing 
and filling and filling 

Alabama ______________________ 530, 000 132, 800 2, 000 1. 5 New York _____________________ 376, 600 132, 500 19, 800 15. 2 Alaska ________ ------- _________ 11, 022, 800 573, 800 1, 100 .2 New York ~Great Lakes) ____ ___ __ 48, 900 48, 900 600 1. 0 California ______________________ 552, 100 381, 900 255, 800 67. 0 North Caro ina ________ _____ ____ _ 2, 206, 600 793, 700 8, 000 1. 0 
Connecticut__ _______ --------- __ 31, 600 20,300 2, 100 10. 3 Ohio•------ ____ --- - _____ -----_ 37, 200 37, 200 100 .3 
Delaware _____ -------- _________ 395, 500 152, 400 8, 500 5.6 Oregon _______ ----------------_ 57, 600 20, 200 700 3. 5 Florida ________ ------- _________ 1, 051, 200 796, 200 59, 700 7. 5 Pennsylvania i _________________ 5, 000 5, 000 100 2. 0 
Georgia ___ -------------- --- ___ 170, 800 125, 000 800 .6 Rhode Island ______________ ____ 94, 700 14, 700 900 6.1 Louisiana ________ --------- _____ 3, 545, 100 2, 076, 900 65, 400 3.1 South Carolina _________________ 427, 900 269, 400 4, 300 1. 6 
Maine _____________ ----- __ ----_ 39, 400 15,300 1, 000 6. 5 Texas ______________ -"--------_ 1, 344, 000 828, 100 18, 100 8.2 Maryland ______________________ 1, 406, 100 376, 300 1,000 .3 Virginia ____________ ----------- 1, 670, 000 428, 100 2,400 .6 Massachusetts _________________ 207, 000 31, 000 2,000 6. 5 Washington __ ----- ______ ------- 193, 800 95, 500 4,300 4. 5 Michigan 1 _____________________ 151, 700 151, 700 3, 500 2.3 Wisconsin 1 ____________________ 10, 600 10, 600 0 .0 Mississippi_ ___________________ 251, 200 76, 300 1, 700 2. 2 
New Hampshire ________________ 12, 400 10, 000 1, 000 10. 0 TotaL _____________ ------ 26, 618, 200 7, 988, 100 568, 800 7.1 New Jersey ____________________ 778,400 411,300 53,900 13. l 

1 In Great Lakes only shoals (areas less than 6 feet deep) were considered as estuaries. 
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Your committee is of the opinion that the 
study as provided in R.R. 25 will provide 
the means for protecting and conserving our 
Nation's estuarine areas and the waters of 
the Great Lakes. 

FEDERAL CORRUPT PRACTICES 
AND POLITICAL ACTIVITIES 

The resolution <S. Res. 375) authoriz
ing the printing of a revised edition of 
the compilation "Federal Corrupt Prac
tices and Political Activities" as a Senate 

· document was considered, agreed to, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That a revised edition of Senate 
Document Numbered 68 of the Eighty-eighth 
Oongress, entitled "Federal Oorrupt Prac
tices and Political Activities" be printed as a 
Senate document; and that there be printed 
four thousand additional copies of such 
document for the use of the Oommittee on 

· Rules and Administration. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
(No. 1420), explaining the purposes of 
the resolution. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
rus follows : 

Senate Resolution 375 would authorize the 
printing as a Senate document of a revised 
edition of Senate Document 68 of the 87th 
Congress, entitled "Federal Corrupt Practices 
and Political Activiities", and further would 
authorize the printing of 4,000 additional 
copies of such document for the use of the 
Committee on Rules and Administration. 

The printing-cost estimate, supplied by 
the Public Printer, ls as follows: 
To print as a document (1,500 

copies)----------------------- $1,812.10 
4,000 additional copies at $63.15 

per thoustand________________ 252. 60 

Total estimated cost, S. Res. 
375 ---------------------- 2,064.70 

COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

The resolution <S. Res. 308) to provide 
for additional funds for the Committee 
on the District of Columbia was con
sidered, and agreed to, as follows: 

S. RES. 308 
Resolved, That the Committee on the Dis

trict of Columbia is hereby authorized to 
expend from the contingent fund of the 
Senate, during the Ninetieth Congress, 5,000 
in addition to the amount, and for the same 
purpose, specified in section 134(a) of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act approved Au
gust 2, 1946. 

REVISION AND CODIFICATION 
The resolution <S. Res. 317) to increase 

the amount of funds available· for the 
investigation of matters pertaining to re
vision and codification was considered, 
and agreed to, as follows: 

S. RES. 317 
Resolved, That S. Res. 244, Ninetieth Con

gress, agreed to March 15, 1968 (authorizing 
a complete study of any and all matters per
taining to revision and codification of the 
statutes of the United States), is hereby 
amended by striking out "46,500" and in
serting in lieu thereof "47,500". 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 

·(No. 1421), explaining the purposes of 
the resolution. 

There being I:lO objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · 

Senate Resolution 317 would increase by 
i1,ooo, from $46,500 to $47,500, the limita
tion on expenditures by the Committee on 
the Judiciary for .the study of matters per
taining to revision and codification of the 
statutes of the United States which it is 
currently engaged in pursuant to Senate 
Resolution 244, of the present Congress. 

Senate Resolution 244 as agreed to by the 
Senate on March 15, 1968, authorized the ex
penditure of not to exceed $46,500 by the 
Committee on the Judiciary, acting through 
its Subcommittee on Revision and Codifica
tion, from February 1, · 1968, through 
January 31,· 1969-"to examine, investigate, 
and make a complete study of any and -all 
matters pertaining to revision and codifica-

. tion of the statutes of the United States." 

CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS 
The resolution (S. Res. 318) to increase 

the amount of funds available for the 
investigation of matters pertaining to 
constitutional rights was considered, and 
agreed to, as follows: 

S. RES. 318 
Resolved, That S. Res. 236, Ninetieth Con

gress, agreed to March 15, 1968 (authorizing 
a complete study of any and all matters 
pertaining to constitutional rights), is 
hereby amended by striking out "$210,000" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$220,000." 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
<No. 1422), explaining the purposes of 
the resolution. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Senate Resolution 318 would increase by 
$10,000, from $210,000 to $220,000, the limita
tion on expenditures by the Committee on 
the Judiciary for the study of constitutional 
rights which it is currently engaged in pur
suant to Senate Resolution 236 of the pres-
ent Congress. , 

Senate Resolution 236 as agreed to by the 
Senate on March 15, 1968, authorized the ex
penditure of not to exceed $210,000 by the 
Committee on the Judiciary, aicting through 
its Subcommittee on Constitutional Rights 
from February 1, 1968, through January 31, 
1969-to examine, investigate, and make a 
complete study Of any and all matters per
taining to constitutional rights. 

SEPARATION OF POWERS 
The resolution CS. Res. 319) to increase 

the amount of funds available for the 
investigation of matters pertaining to 'the 
separation of powers between the execu
tive, judicial, and legislative branches of 
Government was considered, and agreed 
to, as follows: 

S. RES. 319 
Resolved, That S. Res. 245, Ninetieth Con

gress, agreed to March 15, 1968 (authorizing 
a complete study of the separation of powers 
between the executive, judicial, and legisla
tive branches of Government provided by the 
Constitution) is hereby amended by striking 
out "$90,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$9-5,000". 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 

(No. 1423), explaining the purposes of 
the resolution. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Senate Resolution 319 would increase by 
$5,000, from $90,000 to $95,000 the limitation 
on expenditures by the COmmtttee on the 
Judiciary for the study of constitutional sep
aration of powers which it is currently en
gaged in pursuant to Senate Resolution 245 
Of the present Congress. 

Senate Resolution 245 as agreed to by the 
Senate on March 15, 1968, authorized the ex
penditure of not to exceed $90,000 by the 
Committee on the Judiciary, acting through 
its Subcommittee on Separation of Powers 
from February 1, 1968, through January 31, 
1969-"to make a full and complete study of 
the separation of powers between the execu
tive, judicial, and legislative branches of 
Government provided by the Constitution, 
the manner in which power has been exer
cised by ·each branch and the extent, if any, 
to which any branch or branches of the Gov
ernment may have encroached upon the 
powers, functions, and duties vested in any 
other branch by the Constitution of the 

· United States." 

IMMIGRATION AND NATURAL
IZATION 

The resolution <S. Res. 320) to increase 
the amount of funds available for the 
investigation of matters pertaining to 
immigration and naturalization was con
sidered, and agreed to, as follows: 

S. RES. 320 
Resolved, That S. Res. 238, Ninetieth Con

gress, agreed to March 15, 1968 (to investigate 
matters pertaining to immigration and nat
uralization), is hereby amended on page 2, 
line 16, by striking out "$170,000" and in
serting in lieu thereof, "$185,000". 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD an excerpt from the report (No. 
1424), explaining the purposes of the 
resolution. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Senate Resolution 320 would increase by 
$15,000, from $170,000 to $185,000, the limita
tion on expenditures by the Committee on 
the Judiciary for the study of matters per
taining to inimigra tion and naturalization 
which it is currently engaged in pursuant to 
Senate Resolution 238 of the present 
Congress. 

Senate Resolution 238 as agreed to by the 
Senate on March 15, 1968, authorized the ex
penditure of not to exceed $170,000 by the 
Committee on the Judiciary, acting through 
its Subcommittee on Immigration and Nat
uralization, from February 1, 1968, through 
January 31, 1969, for the purpose of handling 
the heavy workload in the committee at
tributed to the large number of private im
migration b1lls and adjustment-of-status 
cases which are referred to it and to the 
innumerable routine items relating to im
migration problems which the committee 
handles from day to day. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PRACTICE AND 
PROCEDURE 

The resolution <S. Res. 323) to in
crease the amount of funds available for 
the investigation of matters pertain
ing to administrative practice and pro
cedure between the executive, judicial, 
and legislative branches of government 
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was considered, and agreed to, as fol
lows: 

S. RES. 323 
Resolved, That S. Res. 232, Ninetieth Con

gress, agreed to March 15, 1968 (authorizing 
a study and investigation of administrative 
practices and procedures within the depart
ments and agencies of the United States), 
is hereby amended on page 2, line 22, by 
striking out "$200,000" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$210,000". 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
<No. 1425), explaining the purposes of 
the resolution. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Senate Resolution 323 would increase by 
$10,000, from $200,000 to $210,000, the lim
itation on expenditures by the Committee 
on the Judiciary for the study of adminis
trative practice and procedure which it is 
currently engaged in pursuant to Senate Res
.olution 232 of the present Congress. 

Senate Resolution 232 as agreed to by 
the Senate on March 15, 1968, authorized 
·the expenditure of not to exceed $200,000 
by the Committee on the Judiciary, acting 
through its Subcommittee on Administrative 
Practice and Procedure, from February 1, 
1968, through January 31, 1969-"to make 
a full and complete study and investigation 
of administrative practices and procedures 
:within the departments and agencies of the 
United States in the exercise of their rule
making, licensing, investigatory, law enforce
ment, and adjudicatory functions, including 
a study of the effectiveness of the Admin
istrative Procedure Act, with a view to de
termining whether additional legislation is 
required to provide for the fair, impartial, 
and effective performance of such functions." 

HISTORY OF SENATE COMMITTEE 
ON AERONAUTICAL AND SPACE 
SCIENCES 
The resolution (S. Res. 324) to au

thorize the printing with illustrations, as 
a Senate document, a compilation of 
materials relating to the history of the 
Senate Committee on Aeronautical and 
Space Sciences in connection with its 
10th anniversary was considered, and 
agreed to, as .follows: 

S. RES. 324 
Resolved, That there be printed with mus

trations as a Senate document a compila
tion of materials relating to the history of 
the Senate Committee on Aeronautical and 
Space Sciences in connection with its tenth 
anniversary (1958-1968); and that there be 
printed for the use of that committee five 
thousand additional copies of such document. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
<No. 1426), explaining the purposes of 
the resolution. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered oo be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Senate Resolution 324 would provide that 
there be printed with mustrations as a Sen
ate document a compilation of materials 
relating to the history of the Senate Com
mittee on Aeronautical and Space Sciences 
in connection with its 10th anniversary 
(1958-68), and that there be printed 5,000 
additional copies of such document for the 
UEe of that committee. 

The printing-cost estimate, supplied by the 
Public Printer, ls as follows: 

Printing-cost estimate 

To print as a document ( 1,500 
copies----------------------,- $2,689.21 

5,000 additional copies, at $178.97 
per thousand__________________ 894.21 

Total estimated cost, S. Res 
324 ------------------------ 3,584.06 

ACCEPTANCE OF FOREIGN 
DECORATIONS 

The resolution <S. Res. 314) authoriz
ing approval by the Committee on Rules 
and Administration of the acceptance of 
foreign decorations by Members and em
ployees of the Senate was considered, 
and agreed to, as follows: 

S. RES. 314 
Resolved, That the Committee on Rules 

and Administration is hereby authorized to 
grant approval, for the purposes of section 
7342 of title 5, United States Code, and regu
lations prescribed thereunder, of the accept
ance, retention, and wearing by a Member, 
officer, or employee of the Senate of a decora
tion tendered by a foreign government in 
recognition of active field service in time of 
combat operations or awarded for other out
standing or unusually meritorious service. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
(No. 1427), explaining the purposes of 
the resolution. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Senate Resolution 314 would provide that 
the Committee on Rules and Administration 
be authorized to grant approval, for the pur
poses of section 7342 of title 5, United States 
Code, and regulations prescribed thereunder, 
of the acceptance, retention, and wearing by 
a Member, officer, or employee of the Senate 
of a decoration tendered by a foreign govern
ment for other outstanding or unusually 
meri torlous service. 

ADA S. ANDERSON 
The resolution (S. Res. 376) to pay a 

gratuity to Ada S. Anderson was con
sidered, and agreed oo, as follows: 

S. RES. 376 
Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate 

hereby is authorized and directed to pay, 
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to 
Ada S. Anderson, widow of Willlam H. Ander
son, an employee of the Architect of the Cap
itol assigned to duty in the Senate Office 
Buildings at the time of his death, a sum 
equal to six months' compensation at the 
rate he was receiving by law at the time of his 
death, said sum to be considered inclusive 
of funeral expenses and all other allowances. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate tum 
to the consideration of Calendar Nos. 
1412 and 1414. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

SECURITY INTEREST IN REAL 
PROPERTY 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill CS. 2592) to amend section 521 of 
the act approved March 3, 1901 so as 
to prohibit the enforcement of ~ secu
rity interest in real property in the 
District of Columbia except pursuant to 
court order which had been reported 

from the Committee on the District of 
Columbia with an amendment strike out 
all after the enacting clause and insert: 
That section 539 of the Act approved March 
3, 1901 (31 Stat. 1274), as amended (D.C. 
Code, sec 45-615), is amended by inserting 
the words "And Notice To Be Given" 
immediately after the words "Terms of 
Sale" in the title of said sec·tion, inserting 
the subsection designation "(a)" immedi
ately before the first word of such section 
and by adding the following: ' 

"(b) No foreclosure sale under a power 
of sale provision contained in any deed of 
trust, mortgage or other security instru
ment, · may take place unless the holder of 
the note secured by such deed of trust 
mortgage, or security instrument, or iu; 
agent, gives written notice, by certi:fled mail 
return receipt requested, of said sale to the 
owner of the real property encumbered by 
said deed of trust, mortgage or security in
strument at his last known address, with 
a copy of said notice being sent to the 
Commissioner of the District of Columbia 
or his designated agent, at least 30 days i~ 
advance of the date of said sale. Said notice 
shall be in such format and contain such in
formation as the District of Columbia Coun
cil shall by regulation prescribe. The 30-
day period shall commence to run on the 
date of receipt of such notice by the Com
missioner. The Commissioner or his agent 
shall give written acknowledgment to the 
holder of said note, or its agent, on the day 
that he receives such notice, that such 
notice has been received, indicating there
in the date of receipt of such notice. The 
notice required by this subsect.ion (b) in 
regard to said mortgages and deeds of trust 
shall be in, addition to the notice described 
by subsection (a) of this section." 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the bill 
~ow pending before the Senate, s. 2592, 
is designed to remedy shocking abuses of 
the rights of homeowners which were 
revealed in hearings before the Subcom
mittee on Business and Commerce of 
which I am chairman, of the Senate Dis
trict of Columbia Committee. We found 
that a small number of unscrupulous 
merchants in the District were entering 
contracts with homeowners--sometimes 
~or consumer items, sometimes for home 
improvement services--and obtaining 
home mortgages, often second or third 
trusts, as security for the debts. In too 
many instances, we found that low-in
come homeowners in particular were 
tricked into entering these mortgages. 
The documents they signed were falsely 
represented or signatures were even 
forged. In many other instances, the un
derlying contract was not performed by 
the seller, but he had sold the mortgage 
note to a finance company who enforced 
it against the homeowner and .ignored 
the homeowner's contract rights. 

But often before these hapless victims 
were sufficiently alerted to their plight, 
we found that homes were being literally 
sold from beneath them in foreclosure 
proceedings. Under present District of 
Columbia law, there is no protection to 
guarantee a homeowner that he will have 
full notice before his home is sold 
through foreclosure, so that he can take 
legal action to protect himself. This bill 
remedies this situation by requiring 30 
days' advance notice to a homeowner be
fore foreclosure proceedings may com
mence. 

It is. however, not enough to rely on 
the homeowner-particularly of low in-
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come and perhaps little education-to 
know his rights and to protect them. A 
public agency-a consumers' advocate
is needed to insure that all rights are 
protected. For this reason, the bill pro
vides that a copy of the 30-day fore
closure notice must be sent to the D.C. 
Commissioner before the mortgage 
holder can foreclose. We expect that, 
forewarned by this notice, the Commis
sioner will guarantee that homeowners 
are alerted to their rights and, where 
lllegitimate conduct appears likely, that 
they are assisted through administrative 
action and in the courts to protect them
selves. 

In order to protect the homeowners of 
the District of Columbia from fraudulent 
conduct in mortgage transactions, I urge 
the Senate to approve this bill which has 
the support of consumer groups, and all 
of the reputable business and financial 
community in the District of Columbia. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended, so as to read: 
"A bill to amend section 539 of the act 
approved March 3, 1901, so as to provide 
notice of the enforcement of a security 
interest in real property in the District 
of Columbia to the owner of such real 
property and the Commissioner of the 
District of Columbia." 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
(No. 1431), explaining the purposes of 
the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of S . . 2592, as reported, is to 
provide that security interests in real prop
erty in the District of Columbia, such as 
deeds of trust or mortgages, can be foreclosed 
pursuant to power of sale provisions con
tained in the instruments only after the 
holder of the note secured by such deed of 
trust or other securtiy instrument has mailed 
a written notice of such foreclosure to the 
owner of the encumbered real property. A 
copy of this notice is to be sent to the Com
missioner of the District of Columbia or his 
designated agent at lea.st 30 days in advance 
of the date of the sale of said real property. 

NEED FOR L'EGISLATION 

The need for this legislation arises from 
certain deceptive practices of some firms 
doing business in the District of Columbia, 
particularly in the field of home improve
ment contracting. Although the committee 
believes the vast majority of home improvers 
are reliable and fair businessmen, a few 
operators have engaged in certain unfair 
sharp practices that must be stopped. 

It has been brought to the attention of 
the committee that some unwary home
owners have been induced to enter into con
tracts for credit purchases of goods and serv
ices, such as improvements to their homes. 
They sign several papers described by the 
salesman as being merely necessary formal
ities, only to discover too late that they have 
signed notes and deeds of trust on their 
homes, and even a statement that the work 
has been satisfactorily completed. The 
fraudulent home improver then negotiates 
the note and deed of trust to a finance com
pany, and makes inadequate repairs to the 
house or no repairs at all. The finance com
pany then is in a position to foreclose on 
the deed of trust if the owner defaults on 
the note, free from complaints by the home-

owner that he had not received satisfactory 
performance. Because the deeds of trust often 
contain clauses permitting the trustee to 
sell on default without giving the home
owner notice of foreclosure, some Washing
tonians have had their houses 11 terally sold 
out from under them. 

The committee was informed about a par
ticularly flagrant case in which a homeowner 
contracted for $3,500 in home improvements, 
and signed a note for that amount. What she 
did not realize was that she had signed a 
second note, secured by a deed . of trust on 
her house. The construction company could 
sell one note at a substantial discount in or
der to get its money immediately, and still 
retain the secured note. In this case, the 
homeowner paid $3,500 on the note she had 
known about, only to be confronted with a 
threatened foreclosure on a deed of trust 
that she did not know she had signed that 
secured a note of which she also had no 
actual knowledge. 

Another case involved a fly-by-night con
struction company specializing in home im
provements. The operation was run by one 
man who spent a single month in the Dis
trict of Columbia before skipping town. He 
hired several workmen who had had little or 
no experience on a day-to-day basis to 
shingle the front of a home and install some 
windows and doors. The homeowner was 
given a 1-year warranty guaranteeing that 
the work would last or it would be repaired. 
The charge for this work was $3,000. After 
spending a month around the District the 
operator sold the notes he had obtained 
through misrepresentation to a finance com
pany and left town. Soon the shingles began 
to fall off and the homeowner looked up his 
warranty. He tried to contact the construc
tion company, but the telephone had been 
disconnected and there was no trace of the 
company. Since the company had disap
peared, the homeowner felt that he was no 
longer bound by the contract. At the end of 
the month the homeowner received a coupon 
book and a letter directing him to make 
monthly payments to a finance company. 
The homeowner did not fully understand 
what had happened but refused to pay be
cause the work was faulty and he wanted lt 
redone. However, the finance company held 
the contract as well as the lien on the man's 
home. The homeowner had absolutely no 
idea that he had signed a deed of trust. The 
homeowner had no realization of what was 
taking place and before he had an oppor
tunity to do anything to stop it, he found 
that his home had been sold from under him. 

The cruel fact is that many foreclosures in 
the District involve the homes of the rela
tively poor and illiterate, and are brought 
by holders of second, third, or even fourth 
mortgages or deeds of trust. 

Significantly, very few foreclosures are 
commenced by legitimate savings and loan 
associations, banks., insurance companies 
and other institutional lenders on the se
curity of first mortgages or deeds of trust. It 
is the intent of the committee to deal only 
with the shameful practices of the relatively 
few unconscionable business operators and 
financial organizations that prey on the un
wary homeowners in the District of 
Columbia. 

The committee believes that a homeowner 
should have a right to be heard in defense 
of his property. This bill, as reported, would 
eliminate automatic foreclosure under deeds 
of trust and would require proper notifica
tion before any such foreclosure could be 
perfected. In this way, the homeowner would 
be given an opportunity to attempt to save 
his property. 

This notification provision will provide an 
important safeguard in the protection of Dis
trict residents. It is an amendment of exist
ing law that wm not be burdensome. The 
protection that it wm afford the community 
in guarding the equity of owners of real 
property would be highly beneficial to the 
society as a whole. The bitterness and despair 

that result from losing one's home through 
fraudulent procedures, that have no place 
in fair dealing, often lead to the breaking up 
of fammes and even to unrest in the com
munity. S. 2592 wm insure the homeowner 
that he will be given the opportunity to de
fend himself against these unfair practices 
before it is too late, should he discover that 
he has been victimized. 

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL 

The committee has approved an amend
ment which would require proper notifica
tion rather than a court order before a fore
closure could be made. 

The b111 as introduced would prohibit fore
closures except pursuant to court order. It 
did not prescribe any procedure for obtaining 
the court order and was silent as to whether 
or not the court would retain jurisdiction 
after the sale was authorized. The commit
tee believes that under S. 2592, as introduced, 
the court could treat a foreclosure proceed
ing as an ordinary civil action, requiring 
service of process, time for an answer, a hear
ing, and other procedural steps, resulting in 
delays of several months if there is no objec
tion, and quite possibly as much as several 
years if contested. 

This delay would unduly restrict the legiti
mate financial institution in transacting its 
normal business. The committee believes that 
there is no reason to penalize the reputable 
lender. The purpose of this legislation is to 
correct the flagrant abuses of a few dis
honest firms preying on District homeowners. 
Although the committee is in complete agree
ment with the intent of the b111 as intro
duced, it feels that a notification require
ment would be more appropriate and would 
adequately protect the property owner. 

In addition to being time consuming, a 
court foreclosure would be a costly process 
for all parties involved. The property owner 
would have additional costs in the way of 
legal fees and court costs, and the delay in
volved would increase the amount of interest 
owing by the time the property actually 
goes to sale, all of which costs would reduce 
the owner's equity in the property. The lend
er must face the prospect of property de
terioration and a decrease in value as well as 
being required to advance money toward pro
tection of its security which may never be 
recovered. The additional costs imposed on 
the lending institution by requiring that they 
obtain a court order for each fo1·eclosure 
would ultimately be borne by the borrowers. 

In making a mortgage loan the lender con
siders not only the credit of the borrower but 
the security offered for the loan as well. If 
the security is less available because of a 
more restricted foreclosure procedure, the 
lender takes this into account in determining 
if the loan is to be made and the loan terms 
to be offered. Thus, a court foreclosure pro
cedure may restrict the fiow of mortgage 
money in the District of Columbia. By dis- . 
couraging mortgage money from investing in 
Washington, the original b111 could work a 
hardship on all parties involved. 

The committee amendment would require 
proper notification of the owner of the en
cumbered property well in advance of the 
proposed date of sale. This would allow the 
property owner ample time to seek remedies 
under the existing law. The obligor now has 
adequate remedy by seeking injunctive re
lief in the U.S. district court if he has 
grounds on which to defend himself against 
the threatened foreclosure. Any homeowner 
who feels he is being aggrieved may seek 
legal advice. This may be obtained through 
the legal aid agencies if such person ls in
digent. 

The b111 as reported would also require 
that a copy of the notification of the im
pending foreclosure be sent to the Commis
sioner or his designated agent at least 30 
days in advance of the sale. This notice will 
give the Commissioner or his agent an op
portunity to consult with the borrower and 
counsel him as to the impending foreclosure 
sale. The borrower could be advised to seek 
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legal aid should it become apparent that the 
foreclosure results from a transaction in 
which the borrower has been victimized. 
The committee expects that the Commis
sioner will insure that each notice, a copy 
of which he receives, will be sufficiently in
vestigated to protect District of Columbia 
residents against the abuses documented in 
subcommittee hearings. 

The other amendment is technical and 
amends the title so as to conform to the 
text of the amended bill. 

SUPPORT FOR THE BILL 

Public hearings were held by the Subcom
mittee on Business and Commerce of the 
Committee on the District of Columbia on 
December 5, 12, 13, 1967; January 30, 31, and 
February l, 1968. There was no opposition to 
the intent of the bill. The committee believes 
that the bill as reported meets the valid 
objections raised by the banking, insurance, 
and mortgage institutions. 

CO?'j'CLUSION 

S. 2592, as reported, will protect the resi
dents of the District of Columbia by as
suring them of an opportunity to defend 
themselves against foreclosures resulting 
from unscrupulous business practices. By 
requiring proper notification rather than a 
court order before a forecloure is pefected, 
the bill guarantees the aggrieved owner of 
the encumbered property sufficient time to 
seek a remedy under existing law, while the 
legitimate lending institutions will not be 
subjected to undue restrictions. 

The committee recommends that the bill 
as amended be enacted. 

PREVENTION AND TREATMENT OF 
ALCOHOLISM IN THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 
The Senate proceeded to consider the 

bill <H.R. 14330) to provide a compre
hensive program for the control of 
drunkenness and the prevention and 
treatment of alcoholism in the District 
of Columbia, and for other purposes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD an excerpt from the re
port <No. 1435), explaining the purposes 
of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of H.R. 14330 is to revise the 
District of Columbia laws governing public 
intoxication and rehaibilitation of alcoholics. 
The bill eliminates simple public intoxica
tion as a criminal offense, and substitutes 
for the criminal process detoxification and 
appropriate emergency medical care for 
citizens found drunk in public. It also pro
vides for the treatment and rehabilitation 
of chronic alcoholics. 

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL 

The Alcoholic Rehabilitation Act of 1947 
(61 Stat. 744, sec. 24-501 et seq. of the Dis
JtriJct of Oolumbia Code) authorized the 
establishment of a program for the re
habilitation of alcoholics in the District of 
Columbia. That statute was considered quite 
forward looking at the time, and it served 
as a model for similar laws enaicted in the 
States. Unf.ortunately, it was not adequately 
implemented in the District of Columbia. 
The District of Columbia Commissioners 
were unable to certify, as the statute re
quired, that adequate facilities were avail
able for treatment purposes. The plight of 
the derelict alcoholic therefore worsened. He 
was repeatedly picked up by the po1ice, 
charged with intoxication, quickly processed 
through the court, sent to jail for up to 
90 days, returned to the street without treat
ment or resources with which to handle h-is 

alcoholism, and picked up by the police once 
again. This routine protected neither the 
alcoholic nor the public interest. 

The immensity of the public problem is 
shown by statistics on intoxication and al
coholism in the District of Columbia. In 
1965 there were 44,218 arrests for simple 
public intoxication, and in 1966 there were 
47,140 arrests for this offense. More than 80 
percent of the inmates of the District of 
Columbia Workhouse were drunkenness 
offenders. It has been estimated that some 
90 to 95 percent of the drunkenness 
offenders who did not forfeit collateral at 
the police station, and who therefore ap
peared in the court of general sessions on 
the charge, were suffering from alcoholism. 
In the past 2 years some 5,322 individuals 
have been adjud1cated chronic alcoholics in 
the court of general sessions. This repre
sented a tragic waste of valuable law en
forcement resources in a futile attempt to 
handle a sooial and public health problem 
by inappropriate means. 

Use of the criminal law to handle drunken 
alcoholics was unanimously rejected in 
March 1966 by the U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the District of Columbia Circuit in the case 
of Easte<r v. District of Columbia, 361 F. 2d 
50 (en bane). The Court held that Easter, a 
homeless skid row derelict with a long his
tory of alcoholism, could not be convfoted of 
public intoxication. The eight judges rested 
their decisions on the ground that an alco
holic has lost the power of self-control with 
respect to the use of alcoholic beverages and 
therefore under long-established common 
law principles could not be convicted for his 
involuntary intoxication. Four judges added 
that to convict an alcoholic for public in
toxication, a !Symptom of the disease of 
chronic alcoholism, would violate the eighth 
amendment to the U.S. Constitution. 

Two months earlier the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the Fourth Circuit, in the case 
of Driver v. Hinnant, 356 F. 2d 761, had ruled 
on the same question. It similarly noted that 
chronic alcoholism ls now almost universally 
accepted as a disease by the medical profet>
sion and that an alcoholic's drunkenness is 
involuntary. That court unanimously held 
that the eighth amendment precluded the 
conviction of Driver, also a derelick alco
holic, for his public intoxication. 

The Pret>ident's Commission on Crime in 
the District of Columbia made an exhaustive 
and well-documented study of the drunken
ness offender following the Easter decision. 
The conclusions and recommendations of the 
District of Columbia Crime Commission are 
readily apparent from the following passaget> 
selected from its 1967 report: 

Failure to institute • • • procedutes in 
Washington has cost lives, delayed the initia
tion of treatment for the alcoholic, and re
quired the police to undertake a medical re
sponsibility for which they were not 
equipped.••• 

Like other institutions of its kind across 
the country, the Workhouse was the "end 
stage in America's revolving door policy to
ward the chronic drunkenness offender." 

Strikingly high recidivism rates attested 
to the basic inadequacy of the Workhouse's 
correctional program. 

• • • • 
The practice of dealing with destitute pub

lic inebriates as criminals has proved to be 
expensive, burdensome, and futile. • • • In 
view of the dimensions of serious crime in 
the District of Columbia, this expenditure of 
law enforcement resources on the public 
inebriate was clearly excessive. 

• • • • • 
The resort to criminal sanctions has com

pletely failed. Periodic commitments to a 
penal institution were a misguided solution, 
failing to meet either the alcoholic's imme
diate health needs or the more basic problem 
underlying his illness. Reliance on short-term 
criminal remedies allowed health authorities 
in the District of Columbia to neglect their 

responsibilities to deal effectively with the 
problem of chronic alcoholism. To this ex
tent, therefore, the use of the criminal law 
to punish alcoholics was responsible for help
ing to perpetuate the chronic drunkenness 
offender problem in the District. 

• * • 
The bankruptcy of the law enforcement 

approach to public intoxication is clear. • • • 

Inpatient care is a suitable approach only 
when community-oriented residential treat
ment is available upon release. • • • 

• * • Confining them in a rural institu
tion and then suddenly depositing them back 
in the city without extensive aftercare sup
port is likely to cripple the rehabilitative 
process. Incarceration at Occoquan will be 
little more helpful when a health facility is 
used rather than penal institution unless 
substantial aftercare facilities are provided 
in the District. The indigent, homeless dere
lict requires room and board in an out
patient residential facility if there is to be 
any real chance for his rehabilitation. • • • 

• • • .. 
The Commission believes that public in

toxication alone should not be a crime in the 
District of Columbia. Criminal sanctions 
should be restricted to individuals who in 
addition to being intoxicated, behave in a 
disorderly manner so that they substantially 
disturb other citizens. Persons who are so 
drunk that they cannot care for themselves 
should be taken into protective custody by 
the police and taken immediately to an ap
propriate health facility. 

• • • 
A substantial interference with other citi

zens should be required. Persons who are 
simply noisy, unable to walk properly, or 
unconscious should not fall within the reach 
of such an amended intoxication statute or 
the existing disorderly conduct statute. • • • 
The Commission believes that the handling 
of persons who appear to be intoxicated. 
should be governed by the provisions of the 
proposed intoxication statute and not left 
to police interpretation of the broad dis
orderly conduct statute. 

Amendment of the public intoxication 
statute • • • should be accompanied by leg
islation giving the police and public health 
personnel authority to take into "protective 
custody" and detain until sober any person 
who is so intoxicated he cannot care for 
himself. Such a statute would enable police 
or other public officers to remove incapaci
tated. persons from the street without in
voking criminal sanctions inappropriately. 

• • • 
Oonsideration should be given to using 

public healtp personnel to take incapaci
tated inebriates into protective custody• • • 

• • • AU public inebriates whether, ar
rested. because of disorderly conduct or taken 
into protective custody, should receive emer
gency medical care. 

• • • 
Under the procedures proposed by the 

Oommission, the incapacitated. inebriate 
would be detained only until he attains 
sobriety. • • • 

• • • • 
Experts say that the vast majority of 

chronic alcoholics, typically passive and de
pendent personalities, would voluntarily join 
in an effective, comprehensive treatment 
program. However, it may eventually prove 
necessary to provide authority for the com
pulsory treatment of severely debilitated 
alcoholics who refuse treatment. 

The Oommission recognizes that the con
stitutionality of a civil commitment law for 
alcoholics, in the absence of a criminal 
charge, ls far from clear. • • • Nevertheless, 
a narrowly drawn statute, providing for 
short-term commitment of severely debill
tated chronic alcoholics who pose a direct 
threat of immediate injury to themselves, 
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might be a useful adjunct to a treatment 
program. 

• * 
The Commission's recommendations will 

not provide the final solution to the prob
lem of the derelect alcoholic. Many of these 
men have poor prognoses and may never 
become self-sufficient. For these unfortu
nate people, simple humanity demands that 
we stop treating them as criminals and pro
vide voluntary supportive services and resi
dential facilities so that they can survive in a 
decent manner. 

* * • The public crisis caused by the 
Easter case has once more brought to the 
community's attention the quiet despalir 
of thousands of Washington's derelict al
coholics. The community's answer to the 
Easter crisis must not again be expedient, 
punitive remedies aimed only at removing 
the problem from public concern; it must 
reflect a determination for the first time 
to grapple with the deep-seated disabilities 
of the city's derelics. 

The Committee agrees with these con
clusions and recommendations, and adopts 
them in reporting this bill. 

The President's Commission on Law En
forcement and Administration of Justice 
also reviewed the problem of drunkenness 
offenses, and concluded: 

The criminal justice system appears in
effective to deter drunkenness or to meet 
the problem of the chronic alcoholic of
fender. * * * 

* * * * • 
The detoxification center would replace 

the police station as an initial detention 
unit for inebriaites. Under the authority of 
civil legislation, the inebriate would be 
brought ·to tbds public health facility by 
the police and detained there until sober. 
Thereafter the decision to continue treat
ment shouid be left to the individual. * • * 

• • • * 
There is little reason to believe that the 

chronic offender will change a life pattern 
of drinking after a few days of sobriety and 
care at a public health unit. * • * It is 
well recognized among authorities that 
homeless alcoholics cannot be treated with
out supportive residential housing, which 
can be used as a base from which to reinte
grate them into society. 

• • • • 
The success of aftercare facilities will de

pend upon the ability of the detoxification 
unit to diagnose problems adequately and 
to make appropriate referrals. A diagnostic 
unit attached to, or used by, the detoxifica
tion unit could formulate treatment plans 
by conducting a thorough medical and social 
evaluation of every patient. 

The U.S. Crime Commission made three 
recommendations in its 1967 report: 

Drunkenness should not in itself be a 
criminal offense. Disorderly and other crim
inal conduct accompanied by drunkenness 
should remain punishable as separate crimes. 
The implementation of this recommendation 
requires the development of adequate civil 
detoxification procedures. 

Communities should establish detoxifica
tion units as part of comprehensive treatment 
programs. 

Communities should coordinate and extend 
aftercare resources, including supportive res
idential housing. 

This committee also adopts these U.S. 
Crime Commission conclusions and recom
mendatioDIS. 

In 1967, after 6 years of intensive study 
under a grant from the National Institutes 
of Mental Health, the Cooperative Commis
sion on the Study of Alcoholism issued its 
Report to the Nation. This report concluded 
that "public drunkenness should be ap
proached as a medical-social rather than 
as a legal-criminal problem." It endorsed the 
findings and conclusions of the Crime Com
mtssions. 

The problem of the chronic-alcoholic and 
the criminal law was also the subject of a 
judgment announced by the Supreme Court 
of the United States on June 17, 1968 in the 
oase of Powell v. Texas, 36 L.W. 4619 (June 
18, 1968). There, a closely divided Court, in 
a 5-4 decision, affirmed the judgment of a 
county court in Texas convicting the appel
lant of public intoxication. Counsel 
for Powell urged that the appellant was 
"affiicted with the disease of chronic 
alcoholism," "that his appearance in public 
[while drunk was] • • • not of his own voli
tion," and therefore that to punish him crim
inally for that conduct would be cruel and 
unusual, in violation of the Eighth and 14th 
amendments to the Constitution of the 
United States. The majority of Justices found 
the record in the case before the Court in
adequate to support such a ruling. The four 
dissenting Justices strongly favored reversal 
of the case on the constitutional point urged 
by the appellant. 

In the committee's view, it is noteworthy 
that while the Court affirmed Powell's con
viction and avoided a constitutional ruling, 
the Court was unable to present a unified 
majority opinion. Four members of the Court 
joined in the principal opinion. The fifth 
member, Mr. Justice White, concurred in a 
s·eparate opinion. He agreed that the record 
before the Court failed to support the re
quested Constitutional adjudication, and, by 
way of dicta, stated the following: 

The fact remains that some chronic alco
holics must drink and hence must drink 
somewhere. Although many chronics have 
homes, many others do not. For all practical 
purposes the public streets may be home for 
these unfortunates, not because their disease 
compels them to be there but because, drunk 
or sober, they have no place else to go and 
no place else to be when they are drinking. 
This is more a function of economic station 
than of disease, although the disease may 
lead to destitution and perpetuate that con
dition. For some of these alcoholics I would 
think a showing could be made that resist
ing drunkenness is impossible and that avoid
ing public places when intoxicated is also 
impossible. As applied to them this statute 
is in effect a law which bans a single act for 
which they may not be convicted under the 
8th amendment--the act of getting drunk. 

It is also possible that the chronic alco
holic who begins drinking in private at some 
point becomes so drunk that he loses the 
power to control his movements and for that 
reason appears in public. The 8th amend
ment might also forbid conviction in such 
circumstances,, but only on a record satis
factorily showing that it was not feasible 
for him to have made arrangements to pre
vent his being in public when drunk and 
that his extreme drunkenness sufficiently de
prived him of his faiculties on the occasion 
in issue. 

Powell v. Texas suggests that given an
other such case on a more substantial record, 
the Court may well conelude that the Con
stitution protects chronic alcoholics against 
criminal action for public drunkenness 
throughout the Nation. 

More important for purposes of the present 
legislation is the Court's recognition that 
"the legislative response to this enormous 
problem (alcoholism in the United States) 
has in general been inadequate," that "fa
cilities for the attempted treatment of in
digent alcoholics are woefully lacking 
throughout the country," of the "absence 
of a coherent approach to the problem of 
treatment" and an "almost complete absence 
of facilities and manpower for the imple
mentation of a rehabilitation program." 

The Court in Powell states that, "The pic
ture of the penniless drunk propelled aim
lessly and endlessly through the law's 're
volving door' of arrest, incarceration, re
lease, and rearrest is not a pretty one, .. and 
recognizes that what is needed is "some clear 

promise of a better world for these unfortu
nate people." 

Thus, recent court decisions and reports of 
special commissions reflect widespread dis
satisfaction with the handling of public 
intoxication and alcoholism under antiquated 
criminal law and civil commitment pro
cedures. A changeover to modern treatment 
techniques is required. It is a changeover that 
is long overdue, and one that should begin 
immediately. The Nation's Capital must set 
an example of just, humane, and effective 
handling of this problem for the entire 
country. 

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL 

The short title of the bill is the "District of 
Columbia Alcoholic Rehabilitation Act of 
1967." 

Your committee has concluded, as have 
the courts and the Crime Commission, that 
public intoxication should be handled on a 
public health ra.ther than on a criminal basis. 
Not only is the criminal law inappropriate 
and ineffective to handle intoxication, but 
the present criminal provisions severely un
dermine the ability of the police to concen
trate on protecting citizens, apprehending 
law violators, and maintaining safe and 
orderly streets. 

Conduct that threatens physical harm to 
any member of the public or to property 
cannot be tolerated. The bill provides thait 
persons who are intoxicated shall be sub
ject to arrest when they are conducting 
themselves in a manner that clearly and •.m
mediately endangers the safety of persons or 
of property. 

Nor are alcoholics to be incarcerated under 
antiquated punitive civil commitment pro
cedures as a replacement for criminal incar
ceration. The public must and shall be pro
tected against dangerous chronic alcoholics. 
But in the vast majority of cases an alcoholic 
ts no more dangerous to himself than other 
persons affiicted with serious illnesses. This 
bill provides that a chronic alcoholic shall be 
treated with the same respect, and shall re
tain the same rights, as any citizen suffering 
from illness. It reflects the modern medical 
understanding that alcoholism can success
fully be treated only utilizing community
based outpatient programs. 

THE CRIMINAL LAW 

The bill amends the present statutory pro
visions that make public intoxication a 
criminal offense in the District of Columbia 
(sec. 25-128 of the D.C. Code). It provides 
that intoxication is a criminal offense only 
when it results in a substantial danger to 
persons or property. 

The bill makes it clear that simple intoxi
cation is not to be handled under disorderly 
conduct, loitering, vagrancy, or other related 
misdemeanor provisions. It provides that per
sons intoxicated in public who are not en
dangering the public safety shall be dealt 
with under the treatment provisions of the 
bill, rather than under the criminal pro
visions. 

H.R. 14330 makes no changes with respect 
to the present offense of drinking in public. 
However, and consistent with the overall ob
jective of the legislation, the bill mak~s it 
clear that an intoxicated person found drink
ing in public is to be dealt with under the 
treatment provisions of the bill and not 
charged with the separate offense of public 
drinking. Amendments were suggested that 
would make drinking in the public streets a 
criminal offense only if it caused a publi~ 
disturbance and if the person involved re
fused to stop his drinking. It was suggested 
that it makes no sense to do away with pub
lic intoxication as a crime but to retain pub
lic drinking-which is a prerequisite for any 
homeless derelict who becomes inebriated-as 
a crime. The committee agrees that it would 
be a waste of the valuable time of policemen, 
who can more profitably devote their time, 
energy, and ability to serious crime, if the 
public drinking law were to be the subject 
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of an extensive enforcement campaign. Nev
ertheless, the committee concluded that 
changes in the bill were not necessary at this 
time. Only a very few arrests are made under 
the public drinking law and it therefore does 
not appear to be a serious matter. The com
mittee anticipates that many, if not most, of 
those found drinking in public in the future 
can and should be handled under the detoxi
fication provisions of the bill. 

The bill provides thait disorderly intoxioa
tion ls a crimlnal offense only when there is 
a real danger to safety, not just an imagined, 
or theoretical, or possible danger. As the Dis
trict CY! Oolum.bia Crime Oommission recog
nized, the normal manifestaitions of intoxica
tion-,staggering, falling down, s:leeping on a 
park bench, lying unconscious in the gutter, 
begging, singing, and so forth----although per
haps disagreea.ble and d.i.sturblng to the 
senses, do not collSltitute a substantial and 
immedla..te danger and it is the committee's 
intent that these cases will be handled under 
the detoxification and treatment provisions 
of the bHl rather than under the criminal 
provisions. 

The bill provides tha.t it is a criminal Olf
fense to be intoxicated and endanger the 
safety of oneself. As the House report makes 
clear, this is an extremely narrow provision, 
and is intended to be used only rarely. As 
already noted, the danger contemplaited by 
the provision is an immediate and substan
tial danger, and does not comprehend a the
oretical, or potential, or longrun hazard to 
one's health or well-being. The committee 
views the provision as intended to give the 
police added authority to protect an intox1-
caited person, in his own best interest, from 
jumping out of a window or from a bridge, 
or from running out in front of passing auto
mobiles, where the detoxification and treat
ment provisions may be inadequate to ac
oomplish this purpose. Amendments were 
suggested by several persons to eliminate 
danger to oneself as a criminal offense. In 
view of the extremely narrow soope of the 
provision, the committee believes that this 
is unnecessary. The committee desires to 
make clear its intent that this provision is 
not to be abused by applying it to the normal 
manifestations of intoxicaition already men
tioned above. In the committee's view, there 
is value in giving the police this added au
thority to protect int.oxiciated citizens against 
suicidal tendencies or deliberate attempt.s to 
ha.rm themselves while drunk. 

There have been relatively few arrests for 
"drunk and disorderly" in the past. Ex
tremely few destitute alcoholics oonstitute 
a danger to themselves or t.o others within 
the meaning CY! this bill. It is the intent ()If 
this bill that virtually the entire problem 
of public intoxication will be transferred 
from the criminal sys·tem t.o the public 
health system, and it is the committee's 
expectation that in the future the crim!nal 
provisions of the bill will seldom be em
ployed. 

The bill authorizes the police to take an 
int.oxic:ated person to his home or to a pri
vate or public health fa.cility in lieu of ar
resting him for a criminal offense. Previously 
sootLon 4-143 of the District of Columbia 
Code w:as interpreted t.o require the police to 
arrest any person observed in an intoxicated 
condition. The bill amends the law t.o give 
the police discretion to handle intoxicated 
cd.tizens under the detoxification provisions 
of the bill rather than under the criminal 
provisions, even though they may techlli
cally be violating the new crlmina.l provi
sions. There will undoubtedly be times where 
it ls wise public policy not to make an arrest 
under the new crlminal provisions, but in
stead to take the person home or to a prl va.te 
or public health facllicy. The oomm.ittee is 
confident that the police a.re capa.ble of mak
ing this type of judgment, and it would be 
unWise to require an arrest where O'ther pro
cedures are adequate to protect the public 
interest. 

There are over 100,000 alcoholics in the 
Metropolitan Washington area. Over 5,000 
are public charges, and the remainder have 
private resources on which they can rely. 
Even with the passage of this bill, the Dis
trict will not have sufficient programs and 
fac111ties for all of the inebriates found on 
the street. Absent this provision, the police 
might feel required to arrest every person 
found violating the new disorderly intoxica
tion statute, or to take them to a public 
det.ox:l.fication center, rather than sending 
some of them to their homes or to an appro
priate private health fac111ty. 

The committee intends that the public 
health facilities provided for in this bill will 
be used primarily by indigent inebriates and 
those in serious medical d11Hculties. Inebriates 
not arrested who can be sent or taken to their 
homes with assurance that they will be taken 
care of there, or who can be sent or taken 
to private health facilities, should not be 
handled as public charges. Nor would it make 
any sense to require that these people first 
be taken to a public facility, and the bill 
does not so require. 

THE TREATMENT PROVISIONS 

The bill requires the District of Columbia 
to establish a modern comprehensive pro
gram for the treatment of int.oxicated persons 
and alcoholics. The treatment program re
volves around a continuum. of detoxification, 
inpatient, and outpatient services. 

The b111 repeals existing law (sec. 24-501 et 
seq. of the District of Columbia Code) and 
substitutes a wholly new alcoholism program 
for the District of Columbia. It was suggested 
that the bill should move the Code provisions 
relating to treatment of alcoholism from the 
section of the Code relating t.o "prisoners and 
their treatment" t.o the section of the Code 
relating to "health and safety." The commit
tee believes that it is unnecessary to make 
this technical change in view of the absolute
ly clear intent of the bill that it does not re
late to prisoners. 

There are many reasons why the old pro
visions, enacted in 1947, should now be re
placed with modern ones. The new provisions 
emphasize the public health aspect of the 
program, and voluntary treatment, whereas 
the old provisions emphasized the criminal 
aspects of the problem, and involuntary 
treatment. Many of the old provisions, al
though progressive when enacted, are now 
obsolete in light of modern medical knowl
edge as reflected in the two recent Crime 
Commission Reports. In view of the failure 
to implement the 1947 a.ct, a new congres
sional mandate is even more important. 

Section 1 of the revision set out, in gen
eral terms, the purpose of the act. It re
quires that, in order t.o alleviate intoxica
tion and chronic alcoholism, all public offi
cials in the District of Columbia-including 
the police, the Alcoholic Beverage Control 
Board, the Departments of Insurance and 
Licenses and Inspections, the Federal and 
District of Columbia judiciary, probation and 
parole officers, correctional, welfare, and civil 
service personnel, and prosecuting attorneys, 
as well as all forms of public health person
nel-shall take cognizance CY! the fact thait 
public int.oxication shall be handled as a 
public health problem rather than a crimi
nal offense, and that a chronic alcoholic shall 
be • "' • 

Section 2 defines the term "chronic alco
holic" in two alternative ways. The first al
ternative uses the World Health Organiza
tion broad approach, that any injurious 
drinking amounts to alcoholism. The sec
ond alternative uses the more restrictive defi
nition that has been the basis for the court 
decisions, that an alcoholic has "lost the 
power of self-control" over alcoholic bever
ages. Use of the broad World Health Organi
zation definition is justified as one of the 
alternatives in view of the fact that the bill 
relies upon voluntary rather than involun
tary treatment for alcoholics. If civil com-

mitment were not intended to be the very 
rare exception, an entirely different defini
tion would be appropriate. A broad defini
tion is useful to persuade as many persons 
with drinking problems as possible to seek 
treatment. 

Section 3 Of the bill requires the Commis
sioner to establish and maintain an effec
tive public health program consisting of a 
continuum CY! appropriate services to in
toxicated persons and chronic alcoholics. The 
U.S. Public Health Service ranks alcohol
ism as the country's fourth most serious pub
lic health problem, behind heart disease, 
cancer, and mental illness. At present, the 
problem of alcoholism is handled as a very 
minor aspect of the work of the Bureau of 
Mental Health in the District of Columbia 
Department of Public Health. The bill will 
substantially upgrade the importance of al
coholism within the Department of Public 
Health and will require that it be handled 
in a way commensura.te with the seriousness 
of the 1llness. 

The bill requires establishment of at least 
three components: detoxification or emer
gency care centers, an inpatient facility, and 
outpatient aftercare facilities. It has been 
suggested that the · bill's limitation on the 
number CJ! beds in these three -facilities 
should be deleted. The committee has con
cluded that they should be retained until an 
actual need to change them is shown. The 
District of Columbia does not presently have 
fac111ties even approaching the limitations 
imposed by the bill, and it is therefore pre
mature to be concerned about the limita
tions. The bill does not, moreover, unduly 
hinder the District of Columbia in irts discre
tion to provide a wide variety of services with 
an adequate capacity of beds. The detoxifi
cation centers can be supplemented with the 
use of other emergency care facilities. The 
inpatient facility, which may consist of one 
or more buildings at different locations, can 
be supplemented with a diagnostic facility. 
A number of outpatient facilities may be pro
vided to supplement the residental facilities. 
Thus the committee believes that the re
ported bill is entirely reasonable in this re
spect. 

A number of clarifying amendments were 
suggested which the committee has deter
mined to be unnecessary. The committee sees 
no need to include a specific requirement that 
the continuum of services shall include 
health, welfare, job counseling, vocational 
rehabilitation, job finding, social centers, and 
other similar components, since they are ob
vious. It is also unnecessary to state that the 
program shall be staffed with an adequate 
number of personnel who shall possess the 
highest professional qualifications and com
petence. These are implicit in the other pro
visions of the bill, and neither the program 
nor the treatment would be adequate and 
effective without them. 

It has also been suggested that the bill 
should require thait the alcoholism program. 
wherever possible, utilize the facilities of, and 
be coordinated with, the programs of the 
community mental health centers. The com
mittee believes it unnecessary to spell this 
out in the bill because the present plans of 
the District of Columbia Department of Pub
lic Health do utilize mental health centers in 
treating alcoholics. The Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare is particu
larly interested that this continue, and the 
committee concurs. 

The bill does not specifically require that 
each det.oxification center be affiliated with. 
and constitute an integral part of, the gen
eral medical services of a general hospital. 
The Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare expressed concern, with which the 
committee concurs, that detoxification cen
ters not be cut off from medical services so 
that they become merely another form of 
"drunk tank." This specific requirement was 
not included in the bill because of concern 
that it could be interpreted to require that 
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detoxification centers be a physical part of a 
general hospital. This is not the intent. It is 
intended only to require that detoxification 
be handled as a medical service, ut111z1ng 
physicians and nurses. It has been suggested, 
for example, that interns and residents might 
be rotated to detoxification centers from Dis
trict of Columbia General Hospital. These 
details are properly left to the Commissioner. 
As long as the detoxification centers are af
filiated with a general hospital ln a meaning
ful way, and adequate and appropriate medi
cal services are in fact provided, the intent 
of the bill will be satisfied. The committee 
therefore believes that there is no need to 
include a specific requirement in the statute 
itself. 

A requirement that outpatient aftercare 
faclUties be located within the District of Co
lumbia was not included in the bill. The com
mittee agrees that such a requirement is un
wise. Most such fac111ties could not reason
ably be located far from the District of Co
lumbia, but it is possible that some out
patient treatment, such as vocational reha
b111tation, may be accomplished at the Oc
coquan facility, and that people • * •the Dis
trict of Columbia was not included in the bill. 
The committee might be bused out and back 
on a daily basis. All outpatient residential 
facllities, such as hostels and halfway houses, 
will, of course, be located in the District of 
Columbia since, as the Crime Commission 
stated, only community-based treatment will 
have any significant possiblllty of success. 

The committee considered a provision pro
hibiting an inpatient extended care facility 
from being part of or at the same location 
as a correctional institution. However, con
cern was expressed that such a restriction 
would preclude the District of Columbia 
from taking over an unused correctional 
facility, refurbishing it as a public health 
facllity, and using it for inpatient treatment. 
Such a restriction is not intended. The pro
vision was considered in connection with 
barring use of, for example, dormitories in 
a prison complex for inpatient treatment. 
Because such use would not be adequate or 
·appropriate treatment, and because it is 
settled law in the District of Columbia that 
a jail cannot properly be used as a public 
health institution (Benton v. Retd, 231 F. 2d 
780 (D.C. Cir. 1956) ) , the committee con
cluded that a specific prohibition of this 
kind is unnecessary. 

Section 4 provides for detoxification and 
emergency medical care. As already noted, 
this would be accomplished by taking an 
intoxicated person into protective custody 
and sending or taking him to his home, to a 
private health fac111ty, or to a public detoxi
fication center. This would be accomplished 
under civil law, not the criminal law, and 
would not constitute an arrest. 

The bill wisely prov1des that the police 
may make certain that any public trans
portation used for sending an intoxicated 
person home or to a private health fac111ty 
is paid for in advance. This include persons 
found intoxicated in vehicles or in any place 
to which the public ls invited. Taxi drivers 
have often refused to take an intoxicated 
person home unless they are paid in advance, 
and the police are frequently required as a 
practical matter to go through the man's 
pockets, find the right change, and give it to 
the driver. The b111 does not authorize the 
police to conduct a general search of an 
intoxicated individual. It ls designed only to 
make certain that flick people are not left 
on the streets to suffer the consequences of 
their illness. 

The bill authorizes detoxification of in
toxicated persons who are not incapacitated 
and whose health is not in immediate 
danger. In view of the fact that the medical 
offtcer in charge of the detoxification center 
has the authority to determine who shall be 
admitted, the committee concurs with this 
approach. Any person who is incapacitated 
or is in immediate medical danger wUl 
clearly be given pdority. Those who a.re not 

admitted cannot, of course, simply be 
dumped in the street. If they have no means 
of transportation, the commissioner must 
return them to the place where they were 
picked up, or take them home, or attempt to 
find some other facility where they may ob
tain shelter. 

The committee believes that the police 
should be encouraged to send or take 1n
toxica ted persons home, to a private health 
facility, or to a public detoxification center, 
rather than to leave them on the streets 
to an uncertain fate. One of the primary pur
poses of the new detoxification procedure 
is to detect potential or incipient alcoholics 
before they become skid row derelicts. This 
can be accomplished only with the full 
cooperation of the police. In the committee's 
view, the fact that a policeman has incor
rectly concluded that a person is intoxicated, 
and therefore has taken him to a health 
fac111ty only to have him not admitted as a 
patient, would not in itself be sufficient 
ground for a successful suit for false arrest 
against the officer. A good faith judgment on 
the part of the police will protect them from 
liab111ty. Only malice or wilful abuse of the 
statute will be sufftcient to raise liab111ty 
on their part. 

The bill has separate provisions for detoxi
fication of persons taken into custody for 
violation of the disorderly intoxication pro
visions of the new legislation. It permits the 
individual to be held "as long as is reason
ably necessary" fer a diagnosis for alcoholism 
after he is sober. It was suggested that a 24-
hour limit be placed on this additional diag
nostic period. The committee concluded that 
the bill should not be changed, because a 24-
hour period might not be sufftcient for an 
adequate diagnosis. This additional diag
nostic period is not intended to permit ex
tended holding beyond the minimum period 
necessary to conduct the diagnosis. The court 
of general sessions has previously imposed 
a 7-day limit for an initial diagnosis for 
alcoholism (District of Columbia v. Walters, 
D.C. Ct. Gen. Sess. Crim. No. DC-1850-66 
(Aug. 16, 1966), reprinted in 112 Congres
sional Record 22716 (Sept. 22, 1966) (daily 
ed.)), and the committee believes this is suf
ficient protection against abuse. Moreover, 
once an individual has been diagnosed there 
will be no excuse for later holding him again 
for another diagnosis unless a substantial 
lapse of time justifies bringing the prior 
information·up to date. 

It has been suggested that the provision 
which permits the police to leave a violation 
notice at the detoxification center will place 
the medical personnel in jeopardy should 
the patient leave wi·thout receiving the 
notice. The committee believes that it is un
necessary to put in the statute a specific pro
vision absolving the medical offtcers as long 
as they act in good faith. Nor is there any 
reason why the police or other law-enforce
ment personnel should be required to stay 
at the detoxification center in order to hand 
out violation notices. One purpose of the 
blll is to cut down drastically on the amount 
of police time wasted in handling drunken
ness offenders, including those who have vio
lated the disorderly intoxication provisions 
of the new legislation. 

The bill contains no specific requirement 
that the functions of the police in handling 
inebriates shall be reduced to a minimum 
in the shortest time possible. The committee 
believes that this is unnecessary, in view of 
the fact that this intent is implicit in sub
section (d) and obvious throughout the new 
legislation. The committee feels that re
sponsib111ty for handling inebriates should 
be taken over by qualified public health per
sonnel just as soon as possible, thus releas
ing the police to concentrate on their im
portant duties in preventing serious crime. 
The police will always retain some respon
sibility with respect to this problem, but the 
amount of time they spend on it should be 
substantially reduced. 

To protect alcoholics and others treated 
at a detoxification center, the bill provides 
that the registration and other records of 
such centers shall remain confidential, and 
may be disclosed only to medical personnel 
for purposes of diagnosis, treatment, and 
court testimony, to police personnel for pur
poses of criminal investigations and com
plaints concerning police action, and for 
purposes of presentence reports. 

Section 5 provides for inpatient treatment. 
Chronic alcoholics will be encouraged to 
consent to diagnosis and treatment at the 
outpatient facility. Preventive techniques 
will be used for patients who are not diag
nosed a chronic alcoholic, and intensive 
treatment will be provided for those who are 
diagnosed as chronic alcoholics. It is antici
pated that patients will be moved very quick
ly from inpatient to outpatient status. The 
committee believes that inpatient treatment 
should be limied to the minimum time con
sidered essential, to prevent it from becom
ing mere custodial care and to encourage re
integration of the alcoholic back into society 
as a productive citizen as soon as possible. 
Impatient treatment will be provided on a 
voluntary basis except for the few dangerous 
alcoholics who will be civilly committed un
der Section 6 of the bill. 

Section 6 provides for outpatient and after
care treatment. Again, voluntary treatment 
is to be encouraged. It is anticipated that 
the great bulk of care and treatment of 
alcoholics will be concentrated in outpatient 
fac111ties and services in the heart of the 
District of Columbia. As the Crime Com
missions found, residential outpatient fac111-
ties such as halfway houses are a prerequi
site to rehabilitation of indigent alcoholics. 
A program that failed to provide such facili
ties would be neither effective nor adequate. 
Because of the nature and seriousness of the 
disease, moreover, an alcoholic must be ex
pected to relapse into intoxication one or 
more times after the onset of therapy, and 
indeed many may never fully recover even 
though they can be helped. 

As the D.C. Crime Com.mission recom
mended, the bill provides that for chronic 
alcoholics for whom recovery is unlikely, 
supportive services and residential faci11ties 
shall be provided. They shall be treated with 
the same respect as other ill citizens who 
do not endanger society, and may not be 
locked up, sent away, or punished by a,ny 
other civil or criminal procedures. The com
mittee believes that society must begin re
storing a sense of dignity to the lives of 
these unfortunate people. 

Section 7 provides for limited civil com
mitment under narrowly defined conditions. 
The commitment authorized in the bill is 
divided into two different kinds. 

First, the chronic alcoholic who is in im
mediate danger of substantial physical 
harm may be committed for a short period 
of time in order to get him back on his feet. 
This provision permits emergency medical 
care and treatment. It does not permit com
mitment for rehabilitative treatment of 
chronic alcoholism. Thus, it is a very nar
row provision, and will be applied only sel
dom rather than routinely. Civil commit
ment under these circumstances is justified 
where the individual is so debilitated that 
he is not competent to make a rational 
decision about treatment. The court of gen
eral sessions, in its role of parens patrlae, 
may then properly step into this situation 
and make the decision until the individual 
is once again in a position where he can 
make a rational choice. When the emergency 
medical care is no longer required, the pa
tient will be free to leave. He will then be 
encouraged to consent to further treatment 
and rehab111tation for his alcoholism. 

The committee believes this provision to 
be entirely humane and reasonable. The 
periods for commitment set out in the bill 
are the maximum, not the minimum. It is 
the committee's emphatic intent that no 
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patient be held under this provision for a 
period longer than is necessary to relieve the 
deb111tating etfects of chronic or acute in
toxication. The longer maximum period 
provided for the third commitment within 
24 months may well be necessary to bring 
the individual through the severe medical 
effects of repeated drinking bouts. Adequate 
protection is available through the courts 
to make certain no one is held longer than 
necessary for this treatment. 

The committee was initially concerned 
that a patient might be held longer than is 
necessary for emergency medical care, and 
that the treatment provided is not explicitly 
required to be adequate and appropriate. The 
committee believes that the bill and its 
legislative history are clear on both points. 
Commitment under subsection (a) is to be 
only for the period necessary to provide med
ical (rather than rehab111tative) treatment, 
and such treatment must be adequate and 
appropriate. The courts are available to en
force these requirements if necessary. 

The second form of civil commitment is 
for rehab111tative treatment for alcoholism 
for persons charged with a misdemeanor 
who request treatment in lieu of criminal 
prosecution of dangerous alcoholics. The 
court must find that adequate and appro
priate treatment exists for the specific in
dividual involved. 

A specific treatment plan, adapted to each 
individual patient, together with a factual 
record of all treatment actually provided, is 
required under the bill. The committee be
lieves this to be an absolutely essential ele
ment of adequate and appropriate treatment. 
Without such plans and records a court 
would be unable to determine whether the 
Commissioner is living up to the require
ments of the statute with respect to an in
dividual patient. The medical profession also 
believes this to be crucial to successful re
habilitation. 

All too often in the past civil commitment 
has been used to mask inadequate and in
appropriate treatment. Large numbers of pa
tients have been committed to institutions 
without a specific treatment plan being 
formulated and adopted for the individual 
needs of the patient, and without adequate 
judicial supervision. Civil punishment has 
often replaced criminal punishment. The 
provisions of the bill are designed to prevent 
this from happening. Before committing a 
person the court must review the specific 
treatment plan for the Individual patient 
and find that adequate and appropriate treat
ment is available. There wm be no more 
overcrowding and understaftlng of Institu
tions, mass civil commitments, or disregard 
of basic human rights, resulting in inade
quate or inappropriate treatment. 

The bill does not require the Commissioner 
to find that civil commitment is for treat
ment that has a substantial possibility for 
success for the person and is not for custodial 
care. The committee concluded that no such 
explicit provision is required because it is 
subsumed under the required finding that 
adequate and appropriate treatment is avail
able for each individual committed patient. 
Treatment that has no substantial possibil
ity for success, or that is only for custodial 
care, is neither adequate nor appropriate, 
and the person cannot be committed or will 
be entitled to release. 

The committee intends that civil commit
ment is only to be used in unusual circum
stances, where there is an immediate and con
tinuing danger in that the alcoholic is likely 
to injure persons if allowed to remain at 
liberty. It is not to be used simply as a 
method for forcing treatment upon persons 
who do not wish treatment or who have a 
very poor prognosis for success using volun
tary treatment methods. 

The U.S. Court of Appeals for the District 
of Columbia Circuit recently ruled that a 
person acquitted of a criminal cha:age on the 
ground of insanity must be given a separate 

civil hearing on the question whether he 
should be civ1lly committed because of his in
sanity (Bolton v. Harris, No. 21,032 (Feb. 16, 
1968)). It was suggested that the bill be 
amended to require a separate finding of 
danger to safety for persons acquitted on a 
criminal charge on the ground of alcoholism. 
The committee believes this unnecssary. A 
separate hearing is now required under sub
section (b) (2) of the b111. If the defendant 
voluntarily pleads the defense of chronic al
coholism, no separate finding of danger 
should be required. If the court raises the 
defense sua sponte the applicable case law 
will require a separate finding of danger. 

The finding that a person constitutes a 
continuing danger to the safety of other per
sons must, of course, be based upon sound 
factual evidence, and not upon imagined, 
theoretical, or speculative future possib111ties. 
A pattern of past activity constituting a di
rect and substantial threat to the safety of 
other persons will ordinarily be required. 
Isolated instances of minor disturbances, to
gether with conjecture about what could 
later happen, wm ordinarily be insuftlcient 
for such a finding. The clear intention of the 
bill is to restrict the use of civil commitment 
to situations where a chronic alcoholic con
stitutes a serious danger. Civil commitment 
will therefore be a rare occurrence, since 
present evidence indicates that very few 
chronic alcoholics pose such a danger. 

The bill provides, as one basis for civil 
commitment, danger to the safety of the 
alcoholic himself. The same standard of dan
ger to oneself applies here as in the criminal 
provisions of the bill already discussed above 
and need not be reiterated at length. Danger 
to self must be construed very narrowly, and 
should not apply, for example, to individuals 
who are over the long run simply ruining 
their health as the result of their alcoholism. 
Alcoholics may not be civilly committed sim
ply because they pursue an ill-advised course 
of action that will pote:e.tially shorten their 
life span. Commitment under this act may be 
helpful for suicidal alcoholics. The committee 
therefore concluded that danger to oneself 
should be included as a ground for commit
ment. 

The Department of Justice has advised 
that the limitation upon the use of the writ 
of habeas corpus contained in subsection (c) 
is improper. The committee concluded that 
this question is properly left to the courts. 

It was suggested that this act should utilize 
the same review procedures as the Hospital
ization of the Mentally Ill Act. The commit
tee concluded that the substantial safeguards 
written into the bill are suftlcient at this 
time, until some specific need or abuse is 
shown. Under the bill the courts may, by 
habeas corpus, determine whether the re
quired findings are still pertinent. If the 
Commissioner ls unable to show that the 
findings still apply, the patient will be en
titled to release. 

The bill provides that the court shall ap
point an attorney to represent any Indigent 
person subject to a commitment proceeding. 
The committee intends that such attorneys 
shall be compensated for their services under 
the Criminal Justice Act of 1964 or under 
other pertinent provisions of law. Etfective 
legal counsel cannot be obtained for the in
digent unless society is willing to pay for it. 
Members of the bar performing such service 
should be compensated. 

Section 8 states that the act applies to 
chronic alcoholics who have not been deter
mined to be mentally 111. Chronic alcoholism 
is a separate and distinct illness, and is not 
necessarily associated with mental 1llness. It 
may well be appropriate, on the other hand, 
to handle alcoholics who are recovering from 
mental illness under the provisions of the act, 
and nothing in the bill precludes that. 

S.ection 9 permits the Commissioner to con
tract with other organizations to carry out 
the purposes of the new legislation. 

Section 10 provides that the Commissioner 
shall develop alcoholism rehabilitation pro
grams among District of Columbia employees, 
and shall also encourage such programs in 
private industry. Some Government employ
ees have previously been fired for alcoholism. 
This bill contemplates that employees af
flicted with alcoholism shall be handled in 
the same way as employees aftlicted with any 
other serious chronic illness, while under
going rehabilitative treatment. 

Secti on 11 provides that the Commissioner 
shall establish an alcoholism program in cor
rectional institutions in the District of 
Columbia. Alcoholics charged with serious 
crime will not always have available to them 
the defense of chronic alcoholism. Alcoholic 
inmates of correctional institutions should 
therefore be treated for their 1llness, in order 
to head off a further problem when they are 
released. 

Section 12 requires the Commissioner to 
establish an alcoholism program among juve
niles and young adults. This is perhaps one 
of the more important aspects of the bill 
because of the rising problem of alcoholism 
among young people. 

Section 13 requires the Commissioner to 
evaluate the programs, improve them, sub
mit reports, gather data, and develop educa
tional information. 

Subsection ( c) requires development of a 
comprehensive plan to implement the bill, 
which the committee believes to be particu
larly Important. Title IV of S. 1740 spelled 
out what this plan must include in orde.r to 
be comprehensive. The committee concluded 
that it is not necessary that the bill spell 
out all the details that the plan should cover. 
It wishes to emphasize its view, however, 
that no plan for attacking intoxication and 
alcoholism could possibly be considered com
prehensive, or satisfying subsection (c), if it 
failed to cover the role of all pertinent public 
and private agencies, and the extent to which 
all pertinent Federal legislation may be util
ized. Particular attention must be paid to 
coordinating alcoholism planning with the 
planning of the District of Columbia under 
the Comprehensive Health Planning and 
Public Health Services Amendments of 1966 
and the Mental Retardation Facilities and 
Community Mental Health Center Construc
tion Act of 1963. The Commissioner should 
draw upon the expertise of the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, who has 
established a National Center for Preven
tion and Control of Alcoholism in the Na
tional Institute of Mental Health. The com
mittee believes that, v.-ithout effective plan
ning, there is no possibility of making the 
District of Columbia a model for the rest of 
the Nation for the treatment of alcoholism. 

Section 14 of the b111 provides that the 
Commissioner may require an alcoholic's im
mediate relatives to contribute to the cost of 
providing services to the alcoholires. The com
mittee does not intend that relatives be re
quired to support alcoholism treatment in all 
situations, since it would probably drive per
sons who need treatment away from obtain
ing it. The committee's approach places full 
discretion in the Commissioner to determine 
when an alcoholic or his relatives should be 
required to pay for treatment services. The 
committee is confident that the Commis
sioner will not use this in a way that wm 
penalize the alcoholic or his family, or wm 
dissuade alcohoUcs or their fam111es from 
seeking needed treatment. 

Section 15 permits the Commissioner to 
accept donations of services re- gifts. 

ALCOHOLISM AND MOTOR VEHICLES 

It was suggested that a provision be added 
to the bill requiring the Commissioner to 
establish a program for testing the blood al· 
cohol level of persons involved in traffic acci
dents in order to provide for early screening 
and diagnosis for alcollollsm, and to establish 
appropriate treatment programs for alcohol· 
ics convicted of driving while intoxicated. 
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Recent evidence shows that about 50 percent 
of traffic accidents involve intoxicated per
sons, and that the vast majority of those 
intoxicated persons involved in accidents are 
problem drinkers. The committee reviewed 
the recent report of the Secretary's Advisory 
Committee on Traffic Safety (HEW 1968) 
which concluded: 

Research findings increasingly demonstrate 
that alcohol is involved in a large percentage 
of automobile crashes. While a number of 
the drivers involved are young persons and 
sooial drinkers, a very substantial proportion 
are, in fact, alcoholics. Traditional punitive 
measures can be expected to have little effect 
on behavior that arises from illness. The 
problem requires a massive Federal program 
concentrating on the disease of alcoholism. 

These alarming facts undoubtedly require 
action. The committee believes it unneces
sary to spell out exactly how the Commis
sioner should approach the problem. The bill 
presently authorizes, and indeed requires, 
that he take whatever action is appropriate, 
and no new provisions are required. He may, 
for example, set up an alcoholism program 
within the traffic court and request the court 
that convicted drunken drivers be ordered to 
submit to a diagnosis for and treatment of 
alcoholism, or take other steps under the b111. 

PRIVATE HOSPITALS AND HEALTH INSURANCE 
PLANS 

The committee considered a suggestion 
that a provision be added to the bill direct
ing the Commissioner to do whatever is 
reasonably possible to end the discrimination 
against alcoholics in private hospitals and 
under health and disability insurance plans. 
The American Medical Association, the Amer
ican Hospital Association, and other profes
sional groups have long supported measures 
to provide treatment to alcoholics on the 
same basis as it is provided to other persons 
suffering from chronic illnesses. The com
mittee concluded that the Commissioner al
ready has the power necessary to do this, and 
that no further provision is necessary in the 
b111. It is hoped that private hospitals and 
disability insurance plans will take voluntary 
action to comply with the intent of the bill 
rather than wait to be forced into such 
action. 

COST ESTIMATES 

The District of Columbia now has available 
for treatment of alcoholics the following fa
cilities: (1) one 50-bed detoxification center, 
which is operated out of a grant of funds to 
the Department and for the continuation of 
which funds have been requested; (2) an 
inpatient extended care facility having a ca
pacity of 425 beds, which is operated out of 
District funds, and a holding facility with a 
capacity of 200 beds which is available now 
on a temporary basis to meet the present pa
tient demand; and (3) outpatient aftercare 
fac111ties and supportive residential facilities 
now available only to the extent of 10 beds in 
a supportive residential facility, which is op
erated from a grant. 

The District government estimates that the 
capital outlay required for the additional fa
cilities are now available woUld be approxi
mately as follows: 

Capital outlay 
Millions 

Detoxification, 100 additional beds____ $2 
Inpatient, 375 additional beds________ 3 
Outpatient and supportive residential 

facilities, 590 additional beds_______ 4 

Total ------------------------ 9 
rt is anticipated th.at the extra annual 

operating costs will be approximately as 
follows: 

Millions 
Detoxification, 100 additional beds___ $0. 6 
Inpatient, 375 additional beds_______ 2. 0 
Outpatient and supportive residential 

facilities, 590 additional beds------- 1. 0 

Total. ------------------------ 3.6 

HEARING 

A public hearing was held March 26, 1968, 
before the Judiciary Subcommittee on H.R. 
14330 and related bills S. 1515 and S. 1740. 
There was unanimous support for the ob
jeoti\"eS of the legislation. Legislation pro
viding a comprehensive program for the pre
vention and treatment of alcoholism was 
strongly endorsed by the District of Colum
bia government, the Board of Education of 
the District of Columbia, the Bar Associa
tion of the District of Columbia, the Federa
tion of Citizens Associations of the District 
of Columbia, the Washington, D.C., Area 
Council on Alcoholism, the North American 
Association of Alcoholism Programs, the 
American Association of University Women, 
and a number of individual citizens. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the bill 
now before the Senate, H.R. 14330, is, I 
believe, a great step forward in our Na
tion's progress toward a humane and en
lightened treatment of the disease of 
alcoholism. When the Senate enacts this 
measure, as I am confident it will, and 
sends it to the President, the Nation's 
Capital will stand as a model for the en
tire country in the public provision for 
care and treatment of alcoholism. 

This bill, first of all, removes alcohol
ism from the domain of the criminal law 
and treats it instead as a medical prob
lem, thereby fully implementing the rec
ommendations of the ·National Crime 
Commission and the District of Columbia 
Crime Commission reports. A prime bene
ficiary of this new approach will be the 
institutions of the criminal law itself. 
Across the country, arrests for public 
drunkenness amount to about one-third 
of all arrests. What an enormous waste 
this is in police man-hours, in making ar
rests, processing the arrestees at the .sta
tionhouse, and then appearing as a wit
ness in court at trial. Add to this the 
courtroom time taken up b:V drunkenness 
cases, and the fruitless time spent by 
correctional institution personnel in cus
tody over these hapless alcoholics on the 
latest round of their revolving door trips 
from the streets to the prisons and back 
to the streets. The wasted hours, which 
produce absolutely no results in deterring 
public drunkenness or curing alcohol
ism-hours which should be spent deal
ing with important, really serious crimi
nal conduct-is staggering. 

But under this bill, a person who is 
publicly drunk will no longer be auto
matically imprisoned. In some instances, 
particularly where there is no imminent 
danger to the person's health and he 
has a home, the apprehending police or 
public health officer will simply find a 
taxi and dispatch the person home. In 
other cases, the drunken person will be 
taken to a· medical facility established 
under this act, where he will receive im
mediate medical diagnosis and treat
ment. This will protect the drunk 
again~t the possibility of severe with
drawal symptoms-" delirium tre
mens"-and will permit an informed 
diagnosis of whether the person is an 
alcoholic. If he is, extensive treatment 
will then be available under the bill
both inpatient facilities and community
based outpatient facilities, so-called 
halfway houses, to ease the treated al
ooholic's return to normal social life. 

This bill, through its extensive medi
cal treatment facilities, restores hope to 
the now hopeless alcoholic trapped in 

the pattern of street to prison to street. 
And it removes this grave medical prob
lem from the province of the criminal 
law which has proven wholly inadequate 
to help. 

It should be noted, however, that this 
bill does not diminish the protection of 
the public from dangerous drunken con
duct. Drunken persons who endanger 
safety or who disturb the peace still com
mit a criminal offense under this law. 
Medical treatment for such persons who 
are alcoholics would be available under 
the bill. But police could act swiftly to 
restrain their unlawful conduct and the 
deterrent sanctions of the criminal law 
could be invoked by the courts. 

I am proud to have been the Senate 
sponsor of this bill. I urge the Senate 
to adopt it and send it to the President 
for his approval. 

The bill was ordered to a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate turn 
to the consideration of Calendar No. 
1415. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

DEBT ADJUSTMENT IN THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill <S. 1739) to prohibit the business of 
debt adjusting in the District of Colum
bia except as an incident to the lawful 
practice of law or as an activity engaged 
in by a nonprofit corporation or asso
ciation. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD an excerpt from the report <No. 
1434), explaining the purposes of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of S. 1739 is to prohibit the 
business of "debt adjusting" in the District 
of Columbia. 

The business of debt adjusting, also known 
by several other names, involves an agree
ment by a debtor to pay money periodically 
to the adjuster who agrees in return for a fee 
paid by the debtor to apportion the money 
among the creditors of his client. The ad
juster does not advance or lend money to 
the debtor. 

HEARING 

A public hearing on S. 1739 was held by the 
Subcommittee on Business and Commerce on 
August 25, 1967. 

NEED FOR THE LEGISLATION 

A series of articles appearing in the Wash
ington Star in 1967 called attention to the 
deceptive commercial practices of many so
called debt consolidators in the Washington 
area. 

Debt adjusters persuade debtors to refrain 
from making direct payments to their credi
tors and instead to make payments to the ad
juster. They, in turn, pay the creditors but 
only after taking a substantial premium from 
the debtor's payments. The debtor receives 
no real benefit from this arrangement. In
stead he adds a new creditor-the adjuster
to an overwhelming list of his creditors. 

Debt consolidation has nothing in common 
with moneylending institutions or credit
counseling services. A debt adjuster lends no 
money; he only takes it. In the process, he 
may mislead the harried debtor into bellev
ing that his creditors will all be repaid at 
once. 
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As a result of its hearings on S. 1739, the 

committee has concluded that the business 
of debt adjusting should be prohibited in the 
District of Columbia. Several facts have in
:fluenced the committee to reach .this result: 

1. The fee charged by the adjuster for his 
services, which may be 10 or 12 percent of 
each payment in addition to an initial con
ference fee, adds to the financial burden of 
the debtor and thereby postpones the day 
when the client will be debt-free. 

2. The benefits to the debtor from using a 
debt adjuster are questionable. Debt adjust
ers do not lend money, nor do they stop the 
imposition of finance charges by paying off 
the creditors immediately. Most debt consoli
dators do not make any attempt to counsel 
their clients or set up budgets for them. It is 
sometimes the case that the adjusters do not 
assure that the debt payment plan they de
vise will meet the demands of the creditors or 
leave the debtors enough money on which to 
live. 

3. By promising quick resul·ts that cannot 
be attained, debt adjusters deter debtors from 
seeking ' the financial counseling they need. 
The committee was informed that in many 
situations debtors need counseling and as
sistance in setting up a budget more than 
they need prorating of outstanding debts. The 
ad.juster charges a fee based on his prorating 
activity, so it follows th·at many adjusters 
concern themselves only with this aspect of 
the task of helping the clients climb out of 
debt. 

4. Deceptive advertising is often used to 
obtain clients. Coples of newspaper advertise
ments presented to the committee imply 
incorrectly that the consolidator would pay 
off the debtor's bills immediately and collect 
from the debtor in small installments. Sig
nl:flcantly, these advertisements often fall to 
specify the total number of installments, the 
amount of the service charge, or the portion 
of each installment that would be applied 
to the outstanding debts. The potential client 
sees only a quick and easy way out of debt 
through payment of one weekly installment. 

Witnesses representing the debt adjusting 
business testified that they favored regula
tion of the industry to eliminate some ob
jectionable features and to control other 
practices. They testified that in the 10 States 
where the debt adjusting business is regu
lated, adjusters perform a usefUl public serv
ice free from sharp dealing and corrupt prac
tices. 

The committee believes that simple regu
lation of debt adjusting cannot adequately 
protect the public. To be effective, regulation 
would require detailed and constant audit
ing of accounts of the numerous small debt
ors doing business with the adjusters. More
over, the committee does not believe that 
debt consolidators offer any useful service 
that should be fostered by the official ap
proval implied by regulation. 

The practices of the debt adjusting business 
have proved to be of sufficient concern in 
other parts of the oountry that it has been 
prohibited in 21 States and the city of Balti
more, and regulated in 10 other States. 

PROVISION OF THE BILL 

The first section of S. 1739 defines the term 
"debt adjusting" and other terms sometimes 
used for this activity. This section excludes 
attorneys and law partnerships from the 
definition in accordance with the provisions 
of section 3. 

Section 2 prohibits the business of debt 
adjusting in the District of Columbia, ex
cept as provided in section 3. 

Section 3 excludes from the prohibition 
those situations involving debt adjusting 
incurred incidentally in the lawful practice 
of law in the District. 

The committee believes that debtors find
ing themselves in situations approaching in
solvency often need legal assistance to mar
shal assets and to advise them on the legal
ity of various claims, legal remedies govern-

ing the debtor-creditor relationship, and the 
applicability of the Bankruptcy Act. 

Section 3 also provides that the act shall 
not apply to debt adjusting services per
formed by nonprofit or charitable organiza
tions, even though the organization may 
charge nominal amounts as relmbursemeot 
for expenses. 

In many States where the debt adjusting 
business is prohibited, private or public non
profit agencies provide needed counseling to 
debtors who encounter difficulty in meeting 
their obligations. The committee was im
pressed by testimony concerning the success
ful operation of the Consumer Credit Coun
seling Service of Greater Baltimore, Inc., 
which is a nonprofit counsellng service in 
that city. The Baltimore service is supported 
by contributions from finance companies, 
banks, credit unions, merchants, savings and 
loan companies, and other community-mind
ed companies and individuals. Its policies are 
established and directed by a board of trust
ees representing broad community interests 
and diversified business and professional 
backgrounds. 

The committee believes that counseling, as 
performed by the Baltimore organization, 
and to some extent in Washington by the 
Community Services Committee of the Cen
tral Labor Council and other nonprofit 
groups, can be a valuable service that could 
aid consumers who have gotten into trouble. 
The committee believes that such nonprofit 
service ls useful to debtors seeking advice on 
how to manage their debts, without increas
in£ them further. 

Section 4 make a violation of the act a mis
demeanor punishable by a fine of not more 
than $1,000, imprisonment for not more than 
6 months, or both. 

CONSTITUTIONALITY 

The Supreme Court of the United States, 
in the case of Ferguson v. Skrupa, 372 U.S. 
726 (1963) upheld the constitutionality of a 
similar statute enacted in Kansas. The Court 
decision upheld specifically the prohibition 
and the exception for lawyers contained in 
this bill. 

CONCLUSION 

The committee believes that the business 
of debt adjusting ls of such a nature as to 
lend itself to grave abuses against distressed 
debtors. The committee did not find economic 
justification for the so-called service provided 
by professional debt adjusters. 

Accordingly, the committee urges that S. 
1739 be enacted. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the bill 
now before the Senate, S. 1739, would 
outlaw the deceptive commercial prac
tices of so-called debt consolidators in 
the Washington area. Debt consolidators 
persuade debtors to ;refrain from making 
direct payments to their creditors and 
instead to make payments to them. They, 
in turn, pay the creditors, but only after 
taking a healthy premium from the 
debtors' payments. No benefit results to 
the debtor from this arrangement. He 
merely adds a new creditor-the debt 
consolidator-to the already burdensome 
list of his creditors. · 

Debt consolidation has nothing in 
common with reputable enterprises 
which lend money to debtors so that 
they can pay off all creditors and then 
repay the single lender. A debt consoli
dator lends no money. He only takes it, 
though often misleading the harried 
debtor into believing that his creditors 
will all be repaid at once. 

Twenty-two States, including my own 
State of Maryland and the neighboring 
State of Virginia, have enacted legislation 
to outlaw the practice of debt consoli-

dation. I believe the practice must also 
be stopped in the Distric·t of Columbia. 
That is the purpose of the bill which is 
being considered today. The District of 
Columbia Government, the Metropolitan 
Washington Board of Trade, and other 
elements of the reputable business com
munity, spokesmen for consumer groups 
and labor unions, have endorsed this bill. 

Simple regulation of these practices 
cannot adequately protect the public, 
since-to be effective-regulation would 
require impossibly detailed and constant 
auditing of accounts of the numerous 
small debtors upon whom the debt con
solidators prey. Moreover, the debt con
solidators offer no useful service which 
should be fostered. In States where the 
practice is outlawed, private or public 
nonprofit agencies have provided needed 
counseling to debtors having difficulty in 
managing their debts. This desirable 
service is in no way prohibited by this 
bill. And where the debtor is so burdened 
with debts that bankruptcy is impending, 
public legal aid agencies is necessary. 
There is no legitimate role for debt con
solidators to play. 

I urge the Senate to enact this 
measure. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed as fallows: 

s. 1739 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That as used 
in this Act the term-

( l) "Debt adjusting" means an activity, 
whether referred to by the term "budget 
counseling", "budget planning", "budget 
service", "credit advising", "debt adjusting", 
"debt counseling", "debt help", "financial 
adjusting", "financial arranging", "prora.t
ing", or some other term of like import, which 
involves a particular debtor's entering into an 
express or implied contract whereby the 
debtor agrees to pay an amount or amounts of 
money periodically or otherwise to a person 
who agrees, for a consideration, to distribute 
such money among specified creditors in ac
cordance with a plan agreed upon between 
the debtor and the person to whom the 
debtor makes or agrees to make such pay
ments. 

(2) "Person" does not include an individ
ual admitted to the bar of the United States 
District Court for the District of Columbia. 

(3) "Partnership" does not include a part
nership all the members of which are ad
mitted to the bar of the United States Dis
trict Court for the District of Columbia. 

SEC. 2. Except as provided in section 3, no 
person, partnership, association, or corpora
tion shall engage in the business of debt 
adjusting in the District of Columbia. 

SEC. 3. The provisions of this Act shall not 
apply to those situations involving debt ad
justing incurred incidentally in the lawful 
practice of law in the District of Columbia 
nor shall anything in this Act be construed 
to apply to any nonprofit or charitable cor
poration or association which engages in debt 
adjusting even though the nonprofit corpora
tion or association may charge and collect 
nominal sums as reimbursement for expenses 
in connection with such services. 

SEC. 4. (a) Whoever violates section 2 of 
this Act shall be subject to a fine of not 
more than $1,000 and to imprisonment for 
not more than six months, or to both. 

(b) Prosecutions for violations of this Act 
shall be conducted in the name of the Dis
trict of Columbia by the Corporation Counsel 
or any of his assistants. 
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EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

nnanimous consent that the Senate go 
into executive session to consider the 
nominations on the Executive Calendar. 

Tt.e VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider executive business. 

SMALL BUSINESS ADMIN
ISTRATION 

The bill clerk read the nomination of 
Howard J. Samuels, of New York, to be 
Administrator of the Small Business Ad
ministration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nomination is considered and 
confirmed. --------

POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 
The bill clerk read the nomination of 

Victor Frenkil, of Maryland, to be a 
member of the Advisory Board for the 
Post O:mce Department. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nomination is considered 
and confirmed. 

POSTMASTERS 
The bill clerk proceeded to read sundry 

nominations of postmasters. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

that the nominations of postmasters be 
considered en bloc. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nominations of postmasters 
are considered and confirmed en bloc. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
The bill clerk read the nomination of 

Robert C. Moot, of Virginia, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of Defense. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nomination is considered and 
confirmed. 

U.S. ARMY 

The bill clerk proceeded to read sun
dry nominations in the U.S. Army. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
nnanimous consent that the nominations 
be considered en bloc. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nominations are considered 
and confirmed en bloc. 

U.S. NAVY 
The bill clerk proceeded to read sundry 

nominations in the U.S. Navy. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

nnanimous consent that the nominations 
be considered en bloc. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nominations are considered 
and confirmed en bloc. 

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE 
SECRETARY'S DESK 

The bill clerk proceeded to read sundry 
nominations in the military services 
which had been placed on the Secretary's 
desk. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the nominations 
be considered en bloc. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nominations are considered 
and confirmed en bloc . . 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
nnanimous consent that the President be 
notified immediately of the confirmation 
of these nominations. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Wi1thout ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIEID. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of legislative 
business. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
resumed the consideration of legislaitive 
business. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIEID. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that, after the Sena
tor from Ohio [Mr. YOUNG] and the Sen
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. McIN
TYRE] have addressed the Senate, the dis
tinguished Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. YOUNG] be recognized for not to ex
ceed 15 minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

VIOLENCE ABROAD BEGETS 
VIOLENCE AT HOME 

Mr; YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
regarding this talk of violence in our 
streets and recurring acts of violence, we 
Americans should know and realize that 
the repeated acts of violence perpetrated 
in Vietnam and shown on television 
screens day after day have doubtlessly 
contributed to acts of violence and 
brutality in our country. 

In war reports from Vietnam, Penta
gon omcials annonnce some onslaught 
by the vc, and then issue casualty state
ments quite repetitious of each other al
though the numbers are changed from 
one report to the next. They ref er to VC 
losses by the term "body count," sup
posedly the actual count of dead VC by 
individual American Gl's and marines. 
Our generals and Defense Department 
officials should be ashamed of this body 
count, so called. An actual body count 
in most instances would be impossible. 
The bland statements made on body 
count are dubious and represent possible 
dangerous measurements for determin
ing losses encountered by an enemy in 
combat. 

It is noteworthy that invariably the 
statement of body count is always some 
odd figure given as the "body count of 
Communist dead." Just recently Penta
gon public relations officials reported 
"our forces defeated the Communists 
who left 201 dead by body counting." Our 
losses were light according to the same 
statement, five dead and 21 wounded. 
Some slick major or captain :figured it 
would sound more accurate to announce 
"201," and again in another recent re
port 133 VC by body count. If Pentagon 
officials would state battlefield estimates 
instead of claiming an alleged body 

count, some credibility would be given to 
such reports. 

The trouble is that our generals in 
their optimistic reports from 1964 to the 
present time have fallen victim to their 
own inflated statistics of VC casualties. 

Mr. President, in the most recent ex
ample of "body count" statistics, the 
U.S. command in Saigon reported that 
during the past 2 weeks 386 Americans 
were killed in combat; 370 South Viet
namese were killed in combat; and dur
ing the same period 2,436 Communist 
soldiers were killed. This according to 
"body count." Also, during the same 
period 2,585 Americans were wounded. 
Unfortunately, of that number we know 
from past experience that approximately 
75 will die of their wounds. These so
called statistics strain the credulity of 
even the most hawkish American. 

It may be that this claimed body count 
based on highly exaggerated and inflated 
VC casualties has had a disastrous effect 
and was helpful to the enemy during the 
period of VC Tet offensive, which was a 
complete vic·tory for the VC whose leaders 
out-generaled General Westmoreland. 
VC forces overran 38 provincial capitals. 
Westmoreland had confidently predicted 
that the VC intended to attack Khesanh 
three or four nights before the Tet lunar 
holiday and have that victory to cele
brate during the holiday, but that he 
had encircled the encirclers by withdraw
ing some 40,000 of our Armed Forces 
from the more southerly areas of South 
Vietnam. Of course, we now conclude 
the VC and North Vietnamese forces 
never intended to overrnn Khesanh. In
stead, they struck almost everywhere 
else, and they overwhelmed South Viet
namese "friendly forces" in other areas. 
In seizing Saigon they released 7 ,000 
political prisoners. They held Hue, the 
ancient imperial capital, releasing 700 
political prisoners from jail and held the 
citadel there for a month before being 
driven out. Our marines suffered huge 
losses in retaking the citadel by frontal 
assaults and destroying much of a his
toric city by intensive bombing and ar
tillery fire. The VC even breached and 
invaded the U.S. Embassy in Saigon. In
cidentally, the VC in their successful Tet 
lunar offensive obtained huge quantities 
of recently harvested rice, and more than 
8,000 young men were enrolled in their 
armed forces by recruitment or con
scription. 

Then, the bewildered General West
moreland addressing news reporters 
claimed this was a psychological victory 
for Americans and our friendly forces, 
and at the same time he denounced the 
VC for unethical action in making sneak 
attacks in the darkness of the night in 
that holy and sacred period of the Tet 
lunar holiday. 

It may be that General Westmore
land's education has been neglected. It 
appears that he is not familiar with 
American history. On Christmas night 
1776 Gen. George Washington, with 
9,000 ragged Continentals, some of them 
without shoes but with rags tied around 
their feet, made what he and Secretary 
Dean Rusk would term a sneak attack 
in the darkness of the night and in a 
blinding snow storm. 

General Washington's small force of 
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soldiers crossed the Delaware River in 
rowboats with mufiled oars and then 
marched 9 miles to Trenton in the dark
ness just before dawn and attacked the 
drunken and bewildered Hessians cele
brating the sacred Christmas holiday. 
Their commanding officer, Colonel Rahl, 
was killed, and 2,000 well-equipped 
soldiers were captured along with artil
lery, muskets, ammunition, and supplies 
of food and clothing. This, American 
historians have always proudly hailed as 
a great victory and the turning point of 
our War for Independence. Evidently, 
General Westmoreland and Secretary 
Rusk by their statements would rewrite 
American history and term General 
Washington's maneuver as a "despicable 
sneak attack." 

SCHEDULING OF FLIGHTS AT HIGH
DENSITY AIRPORTS 

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, the air 
traffic controllers of the FAA are now 
insisting on maintaining mmunum 
standards of separation between air
craft arriving at and departing from the 
high-density airports of the country. 
While this action has resulted in mas
sive and inconvenient delays at the air
ports, it also spotlights the hoax the 
airlines have been perpetrating on the 
flying public. It is a condition prevalent 
at John F. Kennedy Airport in New York, 
at O'Hare Airport in Chicago, at Na
tional Airport in Washington, and many 
others. It is high time the situation was 
brought to public attention. 

It is only natural that the passenger 
demand for space on commercial flights 
is greatest during certain periods of the 
day-from 7 to 9 in the morning and 
from 4 t.o 8 in the evening. Each airline, 
to assure itself the maximum amount of 
business, schedules its flights during 
these peak hours. As just one of many 
similar cases in point, between 8:59 and 
9: 01 a.m. there are some 20 airline 
flights scheduled to depart from one of 
the major eastern airports. Obviously, 
it is physically impossible to have that 
many planes take oif during that period 
of time on a single runway that must 
also accommodate incoming flights. 

Inevitably, there must be delays. The 
airlines know this. The Civil Aeronautics 
Board knows it. The Federal Aviation 
Administration knows it. Everybody 
knows it but the unsuspecting airline 
passenger. All he knows is that he has 
bought a ticket for a flight scheduled to 
leave at 9 o'clock. He is not aware that 
passengers on 18 other planes are suffer
ing from the same delusion. 

This situation has been allowed to go 
on bec-ause of the unwillingness or inabil
ity of the Federal agencies to put an end 
to it. The FAA claims that scheduling 
comes under the jurisdiction of the CAB. 
The CAB says that to impose stricter 
scheduling practices would be to discrim
inate between airlines. The airlines have 
not imposed restrictions upon them
selves, each of them fearful of giving 
some commercial advantage to another. 

The air traffic controllers are as re
sponsible for the safety of passengers in 
planes as the pilots who fly them. Just 
as the pilot is the final judge as to 

whether to take his plane into the air, so 
must the controller be the sole judge of 
all aspects of the en route and air termi
nal ft.ow of traffic. His insistence on 
maintaining the prescribed legal safety 
measures has brought into sharp focus 
the total inadequacy of the present air
ways system in the country-the lack of 
foresight and planning on the part of the 
agencies responsible for keeping the sys
tem up to date. 

Mr. President, the present scheduling 
of commercial flights from major cities 
tends to overcrowd the airspace toward 
the danger point. In addition, the adver
tising of flight times impossible to keep is 
as false as the mislabeling of a package 
of food in a grocery store. In the sense 
that the airline passenger is a consumer, 
he, too, needs to be protected against mis
representation. The Nation's air traffic 
controllers should be complimented for 
doing their part. However, the agencies 
concerned and the appropriate commit
tees of the Congress must also take im
mediate steps to assure the flying public 
that their safety and convenience will be 
protected not only today but also in avi
ation's rapidly expanding future. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 

President, I ask unanimous consent that 
I may be recognized for not more than 
17 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1968 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 

President, for more than a year the 
American farmer has had one question 
uppermost in his mind: "What is the 
future of our farm programs?" 

The answer to this question is basic 
to his planning. Farming is not the year
to-year business many think it to be. It 
involves investments in land, equipment, 
livestock, and other factors of produc
tion that can only be recovered over a 
period of years. Commitments must be 
made for the financing of these pur
chases, for the lease of land, and for 
other purposes. 

The proposal embodied in S. 3590, 
which is before us today, would help an
swer many of these questions for agri
culture. Briefly stated, this bill would 
extend, with some minor changes, the 
Food and Agriculture Act of 1965 for 4 
more years or through the 1973 crop
year. 

Many have asked about the need for 
action to extend the programs at this 
time. It has been pointed out that the 
1965 act does not expire until the end of 
the 1969 crop year. Right now, wheat 
producers in the southern Great Plains 
are preparing to plant that 1969 crop. 
Other winter wheat areas wm follow 
shortly. New plans are being made by 
producers. These involve land transac
tions, equipment purchases, and other 
decisions. In order to plan on an orderly 
basis, it is essential that producers be 
able to look beyond 1969. If action is not 
taken to extend these programs at this 

time, farmers will face a very serious 
problem. By the time new legislation can 
be written next year, winter wheat pro
ducers will either be seeding the 1970 
crop or well along with plans for it. 

Farmers must, in fact, be able to plan 
several years in the future. This require
ment applies equally to the other com
modities included in S. 3590. The 4-year 
extension contained in this bill would 
provide some of the assurance the pro
ducer needs for his planning. 

I personally feel that the 1965 act was 
landmark farm legislation and deserves 
to be made permanent, just as the Agri
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 was per
manent legislation and provided a 
framework for farm programs for many 
years. The 1965 act made important 
changes and marked new directions for 
farm programs for a number of com
modities. 

The Food and Agriculture Act of 1965 
provided the first long-term voluntary 
programs for crops such as wheat and 
cotton. Prior to this, producers were 
faced with rigid controls and marketing 
quotas. In the case of wheat, no one 
could even market his production free 
of penalty unless he had a quota and had 
kept his production within his allotment. 

Extending the present program for a 
period of years, and preferably making 
it permanent, would give the farm op
erators of this Nation the assurance of 
a continuing program which would 
greatly facilitate their planning. It would 
not, as many fear, deny Congress or the 
executive branch the opportunity for 
review and revision of programs as it 
became necessary. The act of 1938 has 
been amended many times, but until 
recent years always provided a basic 
structure for our farm programs. 

Farmers today are in serious economic 
difficulty. They are caught in one of the 
most savage cost-price squeezes ever to 
confront an American industry. They 
have made use of the best available tech
nology to improve production and to 
lower costs, but because of the nature of 
demand for most farm commodities all 
too often this has only led to expanded 
production and price depressing sur
pluses. 

As one example of the plight of agri
culture, I would like to point out that 
farm debt in the last 8 years has more 
than doubled. In 1960, it stood at $24.9 
billion. Today, it is more than $50 bil
lion. Too many farmers are financing 
their operations today on the basis of 
increased land values. They are drawing 
on equity established in prior years and 
looking to the future for better times. 
The many farmers I have talked with 
have said that a most necessary part 
of that future is a continuation of our 
Federal farm programs. 

I have mentioned the increase in farm 
debt and the need for future planning 
by farmers. Few, if any, farmers today 
operate on a cash basis. Credit is an in
dispensable tool in agriculture. Unfor
tunately, the current tight money situ
ation in this country is forcing interest 
rates for the farmer higher, thus sharply 
increasing his costs of operation. In too 
many instances, he is finding that money 
is not available at all or can be had only 
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in very limited amounts. This restric
tion is not solely due to the tight money. 

Lending institutions and others, such 
as businessmen selling equipment, fer
tilizer, seed, or other farm supplies on 
credit, now invariably use as a major 
yardstick the benefits, including pay
ments, available to farmers under our 
farm programs when determining their 
ability to extend credit. Banks in our 
rural areas and many other agri
cultural lenders are concerned that 
farm programs may be discontinued or 
drastically curtailed. 

Mr. President, the North Dakota 
Bankers Association, during their con
vention 2 months ago, expressed this 
concern in clear, unmistakable terms in a 
resolution calling for the prompt ex
tension of the Food and Agriculture Act 
of 1965. In private conversations with 
these same bankers, they express a deep 
concern for the future of the farmer and 
of rural America in general. These peo
ple, more than most others, are in a 
position to feel the economic pulse of 
our rural areas. I ask unanimous con
sent that the resolution adopted by the 
North Dakota Bankers Association be 
included in the RECORD at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit U 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Farmers 

today represent only about 5.5 percent of 
the total population. When I came to the 
Senate in 1945 they accounted for 18 per
cent of our people. All too often it is as
sumed that because of this decline, agri
culture is no longer a strong force in the 
American economy. Nothing could be 
further from the truth. As a consumer 
the American farmer is a top customer 
for vast amounts of steel, rubber, petro
leum products, chemicals, and a great 
array of other products of American in
dustry. For the most part, his spending 
1s done in his home community, so the 
well-being of rural American business is 
tied directly to his economic health. 

As a producer, the American farmer is 
the envy of the world. This, Mr. Presi
dent, is the great untold story of our day. 
He is providing the American public with 
the highest quality food the world has 
ever known, and it is costing the con
sumer a smaller percentage of his income 
than ever before. The American con
sumer is now spending only 17 .5 percent 
of his disposable income for food. This, 
in itself, represents a decline of 2.5 per
cent since 1960. No other nation in the 
world can match this record, and few 
can even come close to it. 

It can safely be said, that this bill is 
not merely an agricultural bill. Its aim 
of assuring a continuing stable supply of 
quality farm commodities at reasonable 
prices ls of vast benefit to the consumer. 
The surest way to protect the American 
consumer from food shortages and ac
companying high prices is to insure a 
stable farm economy. This legislation 
will help accomplish that purpose. 

S. 3590 extends, with few changes, the 
programs now in effect for wheat, cotton, 
feed grains, rice, and wool. It also con
tains important provisions relating to 
dairy. It continues the voluntary nature 

of the programs which is a ' highly im
partant feature of the present programs. 

I am not entirely satisfied with the 
programs authorized with this legisla
tion. Present farm programs can and 
should be improved. In the case of wheat, 
I think provision should be made for a 
higher minimum, mandatory blended 
price suppart. There are other provisions 
which could and should be added to make 
the programs more workable and of more 
help to the producer. The only reason I 
am not o:ff ering amendments to make 
these much needed improvements is that 
I believe it would be impossible to get 
this legislation through Congress with 
such amendments added. 

However, the basic need at this time is 
for us to assure the farmers and con
sumers of this country and all of the in
dustries associated with agriculture that 
it is our clear intent to continue these 
programs. This is a must in order to 
allow the orderly progress and develop
ment of agriculture and to assure stable 
food prices. The 4-year extension of the 
programs contained in S. 3590 would go 
a long way toward accomplishing this 
goal. 

Wheat prices today are at the lowest 
levels in 20 years, but they would be still 
lower if it were not for th!;) voluntary 
acreage reduction which farmers make 
under the wheat certificate program. In
deed, wheat farmers would be in even 
more desperate financial shape if it were 
not for the wheat certificate payments 
which are added to the meager price the 
farmers are receiving today. 

Unless action is taken to extend them, 
the present programs expire with the 
1969 crop year. If no action is taken by 
Congress, we would revert to the compul
sory wheat certificate- program still on 
the statute books. That program would 
require approval of marketing quotas 
and rigid controls in a producer refer
endum. With the surpluses we have now, 
the old law would make it mandatory to 
impose very rigid controls accompanied 
by severe penalties for overplanting. 

The feed grain producer would be 
faced with a program that offered lower 
price support protection and no produc
tion ,or acreage diversion payments if the 
present law is · not extended. 

Under the present feed grain program, 
about 25 million acres have been diverted 
from corn production this year. Even 
with this large acreage reduction, current 
estimates indicate we will harvest a corn 
crop of 4.5 billion bushels, the second 
largest in history. Had this additional 25 
million acres been planted, the corn pro
duction this year would easily have ex
ceeded last year's record crop of 4. 7 bil
lion bushels. Production of this scale 
would cause a real catastrophe through
out American agriculture. It is not dtlll
cult to conceive that corn prices would 
be something less than 75 cents a bushel 
with this uncontrolled production. 

Almost everyone knowledgeable about 
the conditions in American agriculture 
will agree that low feed grain prices mean 
low cattle, hog, and other meat prices. 
Expanded feed grain production such as 
we would have in the absence of the pres
ent feed grain program would unques
tionably' result in expanded meat produc-

tion. The resultant low prices would be 
a body blow to American farm income. 

One feature of this legislation we often 
tend to overlook is the wool program. 
This program has been developed over 
the years in an ef!ort to stabilize domestic 
prices and insure the survival of a do
mestic wool industry. S. 3590 would ex
tend the provisions of the wool program 
for an additional 4 years. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER The Sen

ator's time has expired. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senator 
from North Dakota may have 5 addi
tional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PEARSON. Would the Senator 
pref er to yield for a question at this time, 
or would he rather finish his prepared 
statement? 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Perhaps 
it would be better to finish my statement. 

Critics have argued that those pro
grams have failed the farmer and the 
Nation and should be discontinued. I 
will not deny that farmers are not well 
off today. I will not accept, however, the 
argument that this is all the fault of 
our farm programs. The inflationary 
spiral that has hit our economy in the 
last few years is at the heart of much 
of the problem. The price of everything 
the farmer must buy has risen-his 
prices have not. The prices for most farm 
commodities today are lower than they 
were 20 years ago. 

When the voluntary wheat certificate 
program in the 1965 act was written, we 
included a provision which I offered re
quiring that the minimum blended price 
support-the price support loan plus 
wheat certificate payments-be no less 
than $1.84% per bushel, this provision 
to apply only whenever the national 
acreage allotment was less than 50 mil
lion acres. 

For the 1966 crop year, $1.84% per 
bushel was the blend price support level. 
Because of greatly expanded acreage, 
the 1967 level fell to about $1. 73 per 
bushel. The blended price support for the 
1968 crop which is now being harvested 
will be about $1.77. Because the national 
wheat acreage allotment for 1969 has 
again been reduced to below the 50 mil
lion acre level, the mandatory provisions 
I had inserted in the 1965 act will again 
be in effect. This means there will be a 
mandatory minimum blended price sup
port of $1.84% per bushel in effect. 

Unwise administrative actions taken 
under these programs have hurt the pro
ducer badly. I would hope that these 
errors would be a voided in the future and 
I call on the present and future Secre
taries of Agriculture to weigh carefully 
the impact any decision they make 
might have on farm income. 

I think the best example of unwise ad
ministrative action can be found in the 
32-percent expansion of the wheat 
acreage allotments for the 1967 crop
year which just ended. Allotments for 
that year were increased twice or a total 
of 32 percent over the 1966 level. This 
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action was taken in response to panic 
stories that we were about to run out 
of wheat. People were led to believe that 
we would not have enough wheat to meet 
domestic needs plus exports. Nothing 
could have been further from the truth 
and I cautioned the Secretary of Agri
culture on this before he announced the 
last acreage increase. 

The wheat producer is still paying the 
P.rice for that action. Wheat prices today 
are at depression levels. If it had not been 
for the wheat certificate payments they 
receive for their participation in the 
wheat program, many more farmers 
would be out of business today. 

Mr. President, I do feel that improve
ments can and must be made in our farm 
programs. At the same time, however, I 
strongly feel that the extension of our 
existing programs as proposed in S. 3590 
will provide farmers with the necessary 
basis for planning their future opera
tions with some assurance of the prices 
and income they will receive for their 
products. 

We will not, by enacting this legisla
tion, close the door on future congres
sional review and improvement of the 
program. We must assure the producer of 
the most basic commodities-food and 
fiber-that we intend to continue mean
ingful and helpful programs for his bene
fit and for the benefit of the American 
consumer. 

Mr. President, most of the farm orga
nizations and commodity groups in this 
country are in support of this legisla
tion. The list of those who support it 
includes the Farmers Union, the National 
Farmers Organization, the Grange, the 
National Association of Wheat Growers, 
the Midcontinent Farmers Association, 
the National Corn Growers Association, 
the National Wool Growers Association, 
the National Milk Producers Federation, 
the National Cotton Council, the Na
tional Livestock Feeders Association, and 
the Grain Sorghum Producers Associa
tion. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I urge as 
strongly as possible that S. 3590 be passed 
without delay. 

ExHmIT 1 
RESOLUTION 1 

(By the North Dakota Bankers Association, 
83d annual convention, May 15-17, 1968) 
Whereas, the prices of most farm com

modities are lower today than they were 20 
years ago; and 

Whereas, inflation has steadily and sharply 
increased the costs of all farm and ranch 
operations; and 
· Whereais, excessive and rising imports or 

key agriculture commodities have caused and 
are causing severe economic damage to Amer
ican agriculture; and 

Whereas, federal interest rates are the 
highest in 50 years and the nation's 3.5 mil
lion farmers are now indebted for more than 
50 b11lion dollars; and 

Whereas, agriculture ls a larger purchaser 
of industrial goods than any other segment 
of our economy, it cannot be ignored that 
this most important of all North Dakota in
dustries 1s facing critical economic 'problems; 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the 
North Dakota Bankers Association does now 
urge the Federal Government to take all pos
sible action to alleviate the depressed condi
tion of agriculture. Prompt extension of the 
price support programs contained in the Food 
a.nd Agriculture Act of 1965 would remove 

a major element of uncertainty facing farm
ers today. We would also urge Congress to 
take the necessary steps to reduce Federal 
spending-the primary cause of the current 
inflation and high interest rates. We further 
call for immediate Federal action to curb 
excessive imports of those agricultural com
modities which we already produce in great 
abundance in instances where these imports 
are economically damaging to the American 
agriculture economy. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? · 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I yield. 
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, the 

Senator makes the excellent Point that 
farming is a year-to-year basis and must 
be planned on the same terms. The Sen
ator also expresses general approval of 
the Agricultural Act of 1965. With ref er
ence to the fact that the House passed 
this act for a single year-expressing 
therein, I suppose, a general dissatis
faction with the plan and a recognition 
that although it expires next year, some 
extension must be made and feeling, I 
also assume, that a new administration, 
whether Democratic or Republican, 
should have an opportunity to take a 
new look at this plan-although the Sen
ator has made the point well about ex
tending this for 4 years or perhaps mak
ing it permanent with amendment, I 
wonder how the Senator would feel if an 
amendment were offered today to extend 
it for 2 years or perhaps even go along 
with the House proposal of 1 year. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, I realize that Members of the 
House who are friends of the farmers 
have a problem in getting a 1-year ex
tension or more. However, I hope that 
the Senate will extend it for 4 years or 
3 years, and perhaps in conference we 
can get 2 years or might have it extended 
for only 1 year. 

One year is a very short period for the 
farmers to plan. Farmers do not know 
what the makeup of the new Congress 
will be and whether they would extend 
programs at all. 

All of the uncertainty involved is the 
reason why farmers need and deserve 
more than a 1-year extension. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield further, I appreciate 
the point that even though this were to 
be extended for 4 years, amendments 
can be offered to improve the program, 
although certainty is required. Even 
though we extend it for 4 years, we real
ize that there is no guarantee that a new 
Congress with a different disposition 
might very well come back and change 
the whole program in a radical way, 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. The 
Senator is right. The next Congress 
could repeal it. 

Mr. PEARSON. The Senator thinks 
that 2 years would be too short a period, 
given the very practical consideration of 
having to bargain with the House. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I think 
the next administration would want 
more than 1 year to look into the prob-
lem and to come up with new legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to continue for 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I com
mend the distinguished Senat-or from 
North Dakota for the very excellent 
staitement he has made in behalf of the 
farmers of our Nation. The farmers of 
our Nation are very fortunate in having 
this great champion of agriculture as a 
Member of the Senate. The wheat grow
ers particularly apprecia.te his great ef
forts in their behalf during the past 
years. It has been my privilege to be 
associated with the Senator in many of 
these programs. It should be stated that 
the wheat prices today would not be 
what they are had it not been for the 
amendments offered by the distinguished 
Senator from North Dakota in the legis
lation we have enacted during the past 
years. 

When one realizes that wheat parity 
is $2.63 a bushel and the loan rate is 
$1.25 a bushel and that for 40 percent of 
the domestically consumed wheat we get 
a certificate, which this year is valued at 
$1.38, we should realize that the distin
guished Senator from North Dakota is 
largely responsible for this. 

I commend the Senator for his con
tinued and dedicated. service in behalf 
of agriculture. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, I thank my friend, the Sena
tor from Kansas. The Senator gives me 
far more credit than I deserve. 

In all the years that the Senator from 
Kansas has been here, he has been a 
champion of all farmers and especially 
of the wheat farmers. The State of Kan
sas is the major wheat-producing State. 
Kansas farmers and all the farmers of 
this Nation will sorely miss him when he 
retires at the end of this ses·sion. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

join in the remarks made by the Sena
tor from Kansas about our distinguished 
oolleague, the SenaJtor from North Da
kota. I do not think that the Senator 
from Kansas said enough. If he were not 
a modest man he would have SS;i.d a great 
deal more. 

Mr. CARLSON. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Regardless oif which 

side of the aisle we are on, when it comes 
to the plight of the farmers and their 
need for legislation, we always look to 
the distinguished Senaitor from North 
Dakota [Mr. YOUNG], who has been in 
the forefront throughout this battle and 
leading the ftghit in the 24 or 25 years 
that he has been a Member of congress. 
He has been furnishing sound advice for 
his colleagues to follow. The Senator 
from North Dakota has been working 
night and day with might and main to 
help not only the farmers of North Da
kota but also the farmers throughout the 
Great Plains region and throughout the 
Nation. 

I commend the Senator for being such 
a distinguished Senator and the finest 
friend the farmers could have. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I thank 
the distinguished and highly respected 
majority leader for his kind words. No 
one in this Senate is a better friend of 
agriculture than he. 
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Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I have 

listened, as always, with profit to the 
speech of the Senator from North 
Dakota. 

I had the opportunity to serve on the 
committee with him for 7 years. The 
members of the committee on both sides 
of the aisle, Republicans and Democrats, 
always looked to the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. YOUNG] and the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] for guidance, 
and we have valued the advice of the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON]. 

My State is one of the few remaining 
States which is primarily an agricultural 
State. While we do not have the large 
production of the basic crops, wheat, 
corn, cotton, and rice that other States 
have, yet, we do, with the exception of 
rice, produce all of these crops, even a 
very superior cotton. Tobacco, livestock, 
dairying, feed grains, contribute to our 
agricultural economy. 

It is a varied agricultural economy of 
which we are proud, produced by a pro
gressive and fine farm population. The 
Senator from North Dakota EMr. YOUNG] 
has been a leader in the entire field of 
agriculture. He has contributed to the 
development of all the farm programs 
and particularly he has been concerned 
with the wheat program, so important to 
his State, and always he has had under
standing of the smaller States and their 
agricultural problems such as those of 
my State, Kentucky. 

I voice my appreciation for his help
fulness to Kentucky and to the other 
farming areas of our country. 

As the Senator said so well-service 
here-great changes have taken place in 
agriculture. 

When I served in the Senate for 2 
years, in 1947-48, debate upon the agri
cultural bills was participated in by 
almost all Members represented larger 
farm populations. Today there are fewer 
farmers and there is greater emphasis on 
urban problems, which is all to the good. 
But we must not forget the importance
the basic importance of agriculture. 

It is more difficult today to present to 
the Congress and to the country the 
problems of the farmer. The Senator 
from North Dakota nevertheless has 
been able to present the problems of 
agriculture successfully and fairly 
throughout all the years of his service. 

I know there is controversy over the 
extension of the pending bill. I agree with 
the Senator from North Dakota that if 
we do not extend these programs our 
farm population will be left in such doubt 
about their future that it will be un
settling for agriculture. 

There is always a conflict about prices. 
Some want lower prices for farm com
modities. But our farmers are getting a 
pretty low price, below parity in many 
cases, and paying higher prices. If these 
programs were turned loose, overproduc
tion would follow, and we could fall back 
into the situation we experienced after 
World War I, with its disastrous impact 
upon business in our communities, upon 
banking, and upon our whole economy. 

I believe it is correct-and I think the 
Senator said so-that while some people 

believe agriculture is diminishing in im
portance, it is still the largest enter
prise in our country. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. The 
Senator is correct. It has the greatest 
purchasing power of any segment of our 
economy. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the re
lationship of the export of agricultural 
products to our balance of payments is 
of vast importance to our country. I 
do not ·believe many realize that it is 
agricultural export of our country 
which is the largest factor for our favor
able balance of trade. If agricultural ex
ports are not sustained, our unfavorable 
balance of payments would be worsened. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. The 
Senator is correct. The dollar exports 
are around $6 billion a year. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I note 
on page 3 of the report, the next to the 
last paragraph, provides a very short 
but excellent statement upon the rela
tionship of agricultural exports to our 
balance-of-payments problem. 

With the Senator's consent, I ask 
unanimous consent that that paragraph 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the para
graph was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Since fiscal year 1960, total agricultural 
exports have risen from $4.5 to $6.8 billion 
in fiscal year 1967. Within this total, com
mercial exports (that is dollar sales) in
creased 62 percent---from $3.2 billion to $5.2 
billion. Preliminary estimates for fiscal year 
1968--a year marked by very strong compe
tition in world markets-indicate U.S. agri
cultural exports will total $6.4 b1llion of 
which nearly $5 billion are commercial sales. 
American farmers now have an export out
let for over one-half of their wheat produc
tion; two-thirds of the annual milled rice 
production; a third or more of their grain 
sorghums, soybeans, cotton and tobacco; 
over a fourth of their :flaxseed and nearly a 
fourth of their corn crop. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, with ref
erence to the question of the extension 
of time, I have listened to the statement 
of the distinguished Senator from 
Kansas who also represents one of the 
greatest farm States. 

I would look upon a time of 2 years 
with favor, but, as the Senator from 
North Dakota has said, unless there is 
flexibility on the part of the Senate con
ferees. 2 years may not be achieved. I 
would hope that someone would o:ff er 
an amendment to make it 3 years or 2 
years. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, I appreciate the kind words 
of the Senator from Kentucky. I have 
enjoyed working with him in the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, and 
his views and mine through all those 
years have been almost identical. I be
lieve it is true that most farmers, from 
one end of the country to the other, 
have much the same views. This is not 
always true of farm leaders. My friend 
from Kentucky has always been a pow
erful voice for the farmers of this Nation. 

STUDENT EXCHANGE PROGRAM 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, Sen

ator FuLBRIGHT is in his home State of 
Arkansas and has asked me to bring to 

the attention of the Senate certain cor
respondence concerning appropriations 
for the implementation of the Fulbright
Hays Act in Latin America. In his behalf, 
therefore, I ask unanimous consent that 
a letter dated July 16, addressed to Sen
ator FULBRIGHT by the Committee of 
Former Fulbright Scholars, and a letter 
dated July 16, which the committee 
addressed to Senator HAYDEN, be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the corre
spondence was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

CoMMITTEE OF FORMER FuLBRIGHT 
SCHOLARS TO LATIN AMERICA 

Washington. D.C., July 16. 1968. 
Hon. J. Wn.LIAM FULBRIGHT, 
New Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR FULBRIGHT: AB the indi
vidual who inspired and is most responsible 
for the enactment of the Fulbright-Hays 
Act, we, the Committee of Former Fulbright 
Scholars to Latin America, have sent you a 
copy of our letter to Sen8/tor Carl Hayden, 
Chairman of the Senate Appropriations Com
mittee. 

In that letter, we have expressed our real 
concern for the future of the Fulbright-Hays 
program for United States grantees in Latin 
America because of the House Appropria
tions Committee's tremendous reduction in 
the proposed appropriation for the Mutual 
Educational and Cultural Exchange Act of 
1961, as amended, through H.R. 17522, which 
directly finances the Fulbright-Hays program 
in Latin America. 

Since the Senate Appropriation Commit
tee's hearings on this blll finished before we 
could submit our letter to the Committee's 
consideration, it is impossible to have this 
correspondence read into the official record 
of committee hearings on H.R. 17622. There
f9re, we respectfully request you to have this 
correspondence printed in the Congressional 
Record. 

Thank you very much for your klnd at
tention. 

ALFRED WEBRE, 
RoBERT GoLDMAN, 
Roon GLASS, 

CoordinatO'T's of the Committee of F0'1'mer 

Fulbright Scholars to Latin America. 
COMMITTEE OF FORMER FULBRIGHT 

SCHOLARS TO LATIN AMERICA, 
Washington, D.C. July 16, 1698. 

Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Appropria

tions, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR HAYDEN:· AB the Senate 

Committee on Appropriations is presently 
considering H.R. 17522, we, the Committee 
of Former Fulbright Scholars to Latin 
America, would like to take this opportunity 
to express our deep concern over the $14,-
862,000. reduction in the proposed appro
priation for the Mutual Educational and 
Cul·tural Exchange Ac·t of 1961, as amended, 
Which directly :finances the operations of 
Fulbright-Hays Act, Public I.aw 87-256, 1n 
Latin America. 

We do not concur with, nor consider 
prudent, the House Appropriations Commit· 
tee's stated reasons for so drastically re
ducing this appropriation, nor do we be
lieve that the present financial situaition 
truly necessitates such a tremendous cut 
1n funds. The consequence of this action, 
if sustained by your Committee, will 
threaten the existence of the Fulbright
Hays Study Grant Program 1n Latin America. 
We would like to indicate our vigorous sup
port for the Fulbright program in Latin 
America and strongly urge it.a continuation 
for the following reasons: 

Over the years, the United States has 
become increasingly aware of the outstand
ing problems confronting the Latin Amert-
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can countries in their role as developing 
nations. This understanding has led the 
United States to commit its resources and 
technical assistance programs to further the 
development of this area. The peaceful and 
democratic evolution of these neighboring 
nations ls vital to our nation and the hemi
sphere's security. Today, Latin America is 
in an era of unprecedented change, and the 
United States needs, more than ever, a new 
and growing body of American citizens_ with 
expertise in Latin American affairs. 

It was precisely in view of the urgency of 
this situation that a special and completely 
new educational and cultural exchange pro
gram was created for this area under the au
thority of the Fulbright-Hays Act. The se.:. 
lection process for the grantees introduced 
novel techniques. For the first time in an 
educational program actively supported and 
financed by the Government of the United 
States, outstanding figures from the aca
demic community became directly involved 
in this process. Traveling across the country 
or as members of regional panels, they in
terviewed the applicants to ascertain and 
probe their understanding of the complex 
problems they would surely face in a host 
nation and to test their fluency in Spanish 
or Portuguese. As a result of this careful 
screening, it was felt that the new grantees 
were among the most qualified and articulate 
students ever to represent the United States 
abroad. In 1965, the general Fulbright-Hays 
Study Grant Program was introduced to the 
Latin American area. 

In the long run, we are confident that the 
program will continue to produce a core of 
knowledgeable and concerned Americans at
tuned and sensitive to the problems of Latin 
America. Virtually all of us who have re
turned from our host nations have a keener 
appreciation and greater insight into the 
complex nature of these problems and with 
a firm. personal commitment to work toward 
greater mutual u~derstanding. Furthermore, 
a great majority of returning grantees have 
distinguished themselves in various fields of 
public endeavor or returned to the academic 
~ommunity where their valuable first-hand 
knowledge of Latin America will assure a 
continuing contribution to a new and vital 
body of literature on that area. 

In the host country, the Fulbright student 
enjoys a unique position. Unlike other offi
cial United States personnel, the grantee is 
free of any formal institutional identification 
and thus is able to integrate more fully 
into Latin American society on a person-to
person basis. Working and associating freely 
in the traditionally anti-American univer
sities, he has perhaps a singular oppo:rtunity 
to establish a meaningful dialogue with fel
low students and future national leaders 
concerning problems of mutual interest and 
misunderstanding. He participates in de
bates, seminars, lectures, and round-table 
discussions. He is, in fact, a source of in
formation on every aspect of American life. 
Such daily contact invariably promotes mu
tual understanding. The Fulbright Exchange 
Program in Latin America is the only gov
ernment program structured with this goal 
in mind. Without being an official part of 
the Alliance for Progress, we nonetheless 
serve as an unofficial Alliance for Under
standing. 

Yet, despite the long-range benefits and 
recognized success of the program, the con
tinuation of the Fulbright-Hays activities 
for American exchange scholars in Latin 
America has been threatened since its in
ception by a chronic lack of adequate financ
ing. The result of this lack of funds has 
led to a gradual reduction in the number 
of grantees over the years. For example, in 
the first year of the general program in Latin 
America, 1965-66, 117 United States students 
were sent to the various republics; in 1966-
67, 105; in 1967-68, 72; and in the current 
academic year, 1968-69, only 60. This repre
sents a reduction of slightly less than 
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100% in the number of American grantees 
over a 4 year period. A more cogent and 
substantial case in point is the gradual re
duction of United States grantees to the 
Republic of Uruguay. In 1965-66, 10 Amer
ican scholars were sent to Uruguay; in 1966-
67, 8; in 1967-68, 3; and this year, 1968-69, 
only 2 grantees are in Uruguay. In four 
years, the number of grantees has been re
duced 500%. In addition, a similar pattern 
of reduction has occurred in many other 
participating nations. 

While the Latin American Fulbright Ex
change Program for American students has 
been cut regularly, its European counter
part has virtually remained unscathed. Over 
the same four year period, 1965-68, the num
ber of United States grantees sent to Europe 
has remained stable, around 600 annually. 
In _the current academic year, ten times as 
many United States students will be going to 
Europe under the Fulbright program as 
those to South America with similar grants. 

Moreover, this policy of gradual reduction 
has considerably aggravated the already dis
torted ratio of Latin American students, who 
come to the United States with Fulbright 
aid, to American grantees going to Latin 
America. While the total number of United 
States scholars has been cut from 117 to 60, 
the number of Latin Americans coming to 
the United States with Fulbright assistance 
has remained relatively constant over the 
past three years. Since 1966, an average of 
445 Latin American students have received 
Fulbright aid annually. In the ·present 
academic year, there are seven times the 
number of Latin American students receiv
ing scholarship assistance under this pro
gram as American students with similar 
grants in the Latin American republics. This 
figure becomes more astounding when com
pared to the mere 25% differential in the 
number of European students who receive 
Fulbright financial support, around 800 for 
the past four years, to study in America to 
United States grantees going to Europe. 
Furthermore, whereas the projected cost of 
the United States participation in the Ful
bright program to Latin America is less than 
$250,000. This year, the equivalent program 
for Latin American students will be around 
$1,250,000. 

The simple fact is that there are not 
enough grantees presently to make the pro
gram truly worthwhile. To continue the Ful
bright program for American scholars at the 
current level or to reduce it even further 
destroys the program's efficacy and direct
ly contradicts the intent of Congress as stated 
in the Fulbright-Hays Act. 

It is our strong belief that if the Fulbright
Hays program is to function properly, as en
visioned by the Congress and stated in the 
Act, the number of American grantees must 
be increased to an adequate and realistic 
level, or at least 100 scholars to the Latin 
American nations annually. This would nec
essarily require the restoration of funds to be 
appropriated for the Mutual Educational and 
Cultural Exchange Act of 1961, as amended, 
through H.R . 17522. Surely, the relatively 
small cost of this program, less than $250,000. 
this academic year, to the Nation in view of 
its high purpose and real success merits its 
continuation and the support of the Con
gress. We therefore urge the Senate Com
mittee on Appropriations to report H.R. 17522 
with the additonal $5,000,000, requested by 
the Department of State for the Mutual 
Educational and Cultural Exchange Act of 
1961, as amended. 

Those of us who have returned from Latin 
America as Fulbright Scholars thank you 
for your kind consideration. 

Alfred Webre, Coordinator. Fla. Uruguay 
'67. 

Robert Goldman, Coordinator. Wash. 
Uruguay '67. 

Roger Glass, Coordinator. N.Y. Argentina 
'67. 

Karen Withka, N.J., Uruguay •66; 
Marc Heilweil, N.Y., Colombia '67. 
Merle Thompson, Ill., Peru '66. 
Susan Brown, N.Y., Mexico '67. 
Edward Seaton, Ky., Ecuador '65. 
Dotty Rindels, N.Y., Chile '67. 
Charles Morgan, Calif., Chile, '66. 
Danel Youra, Wis., Argentina '67. 
Carolyn Sugg, Mo., Chile '66. 
Barbara Derrick, N.Y., Colombia '67. 
Lanny Sinkin, Tex., Venezuela '67. 
Gene Muller, Neb., Argentina '65. 
Gus Valdez, Tex., Argentina '67. 
Eliz. Hirschman, Mass., Peru '67. 
Anthony Boni, Pa., Argentina '66. 

PROFESSOR MORTON: PROGUAR
ANTEED WORK; ANTIGUARAN
TEED INCOME. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, Pro

fessor Walter Morton, of the University 
of Wisconsin, is both an eminent econ
omist and a very practical man. Recently 
he wrote the Capital Times, of Madison, 
to express his views in OPP-Osition to a 
negative income tax and in favor of guar
anteed employment. 

His letter concisely and persuasively 
summarizes a viewpoint now predomi
nant, according to recent Gallup polls 
in the American public. 

This is a view on a subject that will be 
very much front and center in congres
sional controversy in the next few years. 
I ask unanimous consent that Professor 
Morton's letter be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be prtnted in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MORTON QUOTES LABOR ON WORK 
MADISON, June 21.-Apropos,the recent dis

cussion of the Negative Income Tax, some of 
your readers may be interested in the atti
tude of the AFL-CIO on the relation be
tween jobs and . income. 

In the June, 1968, issue of the Federation
lst, Elisabeth Wickenden writes as follows: 

Commenting on the idea that work is su
perfluous she says: "At the present time, it 
is consistent neither with technological re
alities nor most people's wishes. It seems an 
absurdity to talk about work as obsolescent 
when we have not enough houses, schools, 
hospitals, cultural centers, parks and play
grounds; when we lack teachers, nurses, li
brarians, social workers, youth leaders, day 
care for children, social cente,rs for the aged, 
homemakers for the ill and handicapped, 
doctors, lawyers, merchants, chiefs; when our 
streams and our air are polluted, our parks 
neglected, our highways and airways cor
rupted by commercialism and our choices for 
enriching our spare time similarly con
stricted." 

"Work still offers for most people the most 
satisfying sense of identity and achievement, 
the most acceptable source Of current and 
deferred income." 

Commenting upon the negative income tax 
as an inadequate measure she says: "The 
family head suddenly confronted by catas
trophe" . . . needs a single source of help. 
He doesn't need an. internal revenue agent 
or an income based on his past year's de
ficiency but immediate help which is both 
personal and monetary." 

In the same issue President George Meany, 
AFlr-CIO says: "In our work-oriented socie,ty 
the major soluUon to unemployment, under
employment and most poverty is the oppor-
tunity for a regular job ,at decent wages." 
He then points out the economic truth that 
a man who works for a living (in contrast 
to one who is paid for loafing) produces the 
product that he consumes and is no burden 
on society. "Employing the unemployed is 
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in an important sense, almost costless. The 
unemployed consume; they do not produce. 
To provide them meaningful jobs increases 
not only their income but that of society. 
Much of the work that needs doing calls 
only for limited skills and minor ·amounts 
of training. 

Working people want to work and get paid 
for it. They do not want subsidized indolence. 

WALTER A. MORTON. 

HUBERT HUMPHREY'S FOREIGN 
POLICY POSITION 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, HUBERT 
HUMPHREY is succeeding in doing what 
some of his critics said he could not do. 
He has staked out his own foreign policy 
position with a major statement that 
puts forth guideposts for the next era 
in American foreign policy. 

The statement is, as the Evening Star 
observed editorially last night, a credit 
both to the man himself and his firm 
grasp of political realities. 

It makes eminent sense in calling for 
a shift in our approach to the Commu
nists, including those in China, so as to 
promote a true community of nations 
and draw even the mainland Chinese into 
that community. 

The statement of the Vice President 
calls for continued foreign aid. It calls 
for meeting our commitments toward the 
security of other nations, but with the 
firm insistence that those countries have 
the support of their people. 

Mr. President, the Star does well to 
laud this statement. lts editorial ex
presses the hope that Vice President 
HUMPHREY will, during the campaign 
ahead, provide additional detail on his 
propasals. I am sure he will, just as I 
am sure he will continue to display the 
independence and good sense the Star 
finds so appealing in this major foreign 
policy statement. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Star's editorial be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

A HUMPHREY FOREIGN POLICY 

The presidential campaign oratory so far, 
to the extent that it touched foreign affairs, 
has focused ma.inly on the Vietnam War. 
This is natural. But it hardly aids the pub
lic in the selection of a leader at this critical 
hour in the nation's history. 

Into this void, Vice President Humphrey, 
seeking to establish himself as his own man, 
has just issued what his campaign head
quarters describes as a "major, far-reaching 
foreign policy statement." It is all of that, 
and meticulously drafted too. In The Star's 
view, moreover, it is a first rate statement-
both for what it says, and what it doesn't say. 

The Vice President could have assuaged 
vocal elements within the Democratic Party 
by calling for a return to fortress America. 
That he did not is a credit both to the man 
himself and his firm grasp of political reali
ties. No one would believe that this proven 
internationalist would have the United 
States opt out of world affairs-whatever that 
might mean. 

Now for what he did say. Humphrey has 
done no less than set forth suggested guide
posts for "the next era in American foreign 
pollcy." They include (1) a shift in our ap
proach to the Communist World from "con
frontation and containment to ... recon
c111ation and peaceful engagement," (2) a 

top priority focus on improving relations 
with Western Europe, Eastern Europe, and 
the Soviet Union, and (3) positive encour
agement to Communist China to become a 
"responsil:ile; participating member of the 
community of nations." In the developing 
world, Humphrey would fulfill existing secu
rity commitments, but with the firm in
sistence that "any threatened country" have 
"the support of the people." At the same 
time, he would build for the future, calling 
for "a steady increase rather than a decrease 
in the amount of aid we make available." 
Finally, the Vice President would have Con
gress and the people play a greater role in 
shaping this country's foreign pollcy. 

All these proposals make eminent sense, 
insofar as Humphrey spells them out. The 
Vice President would do well to provide ad
ditional detail as the campaign progresses. 

For now, it is enough to note the fact 
that the Vice President has succeeded in 
staking out his own foreign policy position. 
We hope that his future statements so aptly 
combine independence with sense. 

NSA PRESIDENT EXPLAINS WHAT 
STUDENTS WANT 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, the gen
eration gap, as we all know, is the most 
recent addition to an ever-growing list 
of social and strategic shortcomings 
which have been singled out for popular 
attention in recent years. Without sug
gesting that the distance between gen
erations is a new problem, or one that 
lends itself to a final solution, I would 
like to make reference to a statement 
which goes a long way to clarify the is
sues which are separating the old and 
the young today. 

Mr. Edward Schwartz, president of the 
National Student Association, has writ
ten a statement entitled "What Students 
Want," published in the June issue of the 
Progressive. Mr. Schwartz puts student 
activism in the context of the social 
paradox which the younger generation 
has been forced to face, that of taking 
responsible action in a mass society which 
discourages individually and personal 
experimentation. 

Mr. Schwartz explains the goals and 
the purposes of the student movement 
with patience and care, and his state
ment should be required reading for 
those who are confused or distressed by 
the drift of that movement in recent 
months. Accordingly, I ask unanimous 
consent that this informative article be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From Progressive, June 1968] 
WHAT STUDENTS WANT 

(By Edward Schwartz) 
At almost every gathering of elders to 

which I am invited to speak there ls one dis
consolate listener who poses the question, 
"What do you students want, anyway?" The 
images which flash before the questioner's 
mind as he reads of student protest and stu
dent power are those of anarchy, promiscuity, 
and subversion sweeping the land, and the 
strategic response which seems to excite his 
allegiance is that involving massive retalia
tion against uppity kids in defense of 
parental hegemony over their affairs. 

Recent events at Columbia University and 
elsewhere have· added substance for those 
who raise these images. Yet a fair and far
sighted appraisal of what students are driv
ing at must encompass not only the broad 

spectrum of the style of student activism
demonstrations, stridency, eccentricity-but 
also the content of their protest. Such an ap
praisal must also include such creative ac
tivities as the "Keep Olean for Gene" move
ment which has had a measurably construc
tive impact on the nation's political 
direction. 

What do students want? Or, more precisely, 
what does the first postwar, post-depression, 
post-television, post-technology, post-bomb, 
post-space generation want? Understanding 
the context in which we move is critical to 
understanding our present needs. We have 
been weaned on two paradoxes: Our a.mu
ence enables us to assume less responsib111ty 
for our lives than did our parents for theirs 
in the Depression, but our freedom encour
ages us to demand more responsibiUty; the 
questions which are the most critical to our 
lives, to the lives of all people, are those over 
which individual men in a mass society can 
exercise little control. The attempt to resolve 
these paradoxes--of obtaining responsib111ty 
in a context of freedom; of asserting power 
in a climate of powerlessness-has been the 
central thrust of all major student move
ments. 

There ls no single student resolution of 
the paradoxes. The student community in
cludes many factions, not the least of which 
is the familiar apathetic middle. Yet within 
the framework of the pairadoxes, certain 
questions emerge; their answers become the 
fabric of some generational consensus. The 
questions are not unfamiliar: 

FmsT, what is the attitude of the culture 
toward us? 

SECOND, what are the most useful relation
ships which we can develop between our
selves and our institutions-family, school, 
peer group? 

THmn, what role can we students play in 
social and political affairs? 

In gen&al, the questions reflect a desire 
to expand personal and collective power. How 
this is expressed, however, varies with the 
question. 

To begin, how do our elders relate to us? 
If there is anything which unites students 
of all persuasions, it is the college admin
istrator or public oftlcial who challenges the 
sense, the responsib111ty, the interest, or the 
ab111ty of the student himself. I have seen 
college presidents whose polltical positions 
were in substantial agreement with those of 
a student body lose all support from stu
dents simply because they talked down to 
them, or tried to pander to them, or refused 
to listen to them, or told them to stay in 
their dormitory rooms and keep quiet. Con
versely, I have seen administrators whose 
public and political positions differed mark
edly from those of their students win enor
mous student support by demonstrating a 
willingness to take students seriously, to 
listen to their demands, to present clear 
statements of disagreement, to convey a 
sense that they were trying to learn from 
what the students are saying. 

In either case, more than a question of 
style ls involved; it is a matter of attitude. 
A society which worships youth inevitably 
will produce people who are afraid of the 
young~frald of not "making it" with the 
young. The rest is defense-assertions of 
legal authority, polemical attacks on irre
sponsibility, snide references to appearance 
and dress; or, as often, feeble attempts to 
ingratiate, to play Boy Scout leader, to use 
"hip" language which the elder does not 
really understand. When a student en
counters either spec.imen of elder, he turns 
himself off. If the elder is a tyrant, he spawns 
a revolution; if he becomes a boy scout 
leader, he is ridiculed. 

Students, the saying goes, are people, and 
they want to be treated as such, not as 
"niggers," or even as that wonderful Negro 
couple who just moved in down the street. 
The elders who "make it" with students are 
those without hang-ups in dealing with 
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them, those who look upon a student as a 
potential friend and who are willing to open 
relationships with students on that basis. 

This notion is particularly relevant to the 
current debate on student-faculty relations 
within the academic setting. It seems to be 
assumed by their mentors that students want 
every professor in the classroom to be a mas
terful orator, with all the latest rhetorical 
tools at his disposal, to provide an inspira
tional polemic at every session. This is not 
the case. Students are aware of the fact 
that professors have different skills in lec
turing and that not every professor can be a 
Demosthenes. 

What they do expect, however, is that some 
sense of the scholar's enthusiasm for his 
subject be transmitted in the particular way 
in which the individual teacher is capable 
of presenting it. When professors read ver
batim from ancient lecture notes, or when 
they refuse to discuss material with their 
students, they reinforce an impression that 
while the professor may care deeply about 
his subject, he does not care about his stu
dents. Rightfully, students wonder why peo
ple who do not enjoy teaching end up as 
teachers. 

The same can be said of student feelings 
about their administrators. There are cer
tain deans who seem to derive some sort of 
perverse satisfaction from enforcing rigid 
social rules completely out of tune with stu
dent sentiment. To many students, the deans 
seem to have taken their jobs precisely to 
fill this role. There are others in college 
administrations whose counseling reads like 
a soliloquy of Polonius. These administrators 
are accorded the disrespect which they so 
richly deserve. 

The deans who win student respect are 
those who reflect a willingness to move with 
the times, who possess a sophisticated un
derstanding of the emotional and psychologi
cal needs of students, and whose counseling 
relationships with students involve trying 
to figure out the direction which they them
selves want to take before offering students 
advice on appropriate ways to move. 

Most students do not view "education" as 
being simply the time spent memorizing 
somebody's lectures for an exam. The pertod 
between eighteen and twenty-three years is 
fundamentally a time of clartfying who we 
are, how we behave, what our relationship is 
to other people, what kinds of responsib111ty 
we can handle, what our functional roles can 
and will be. Classrooms, at best, are resource 
banks for this exploration-centers to ob
tain information; to learn tools of evaluation; 
to reflect on what others have said about the 
inherent qualities of nature, man, and 
society. 

Yet the process of integration, of develop
ing selfhood, is the critical process, and we 
feel that this can proceed only in a climate 
of personal testing. The university may be a 
special sort of community, but it is, none
theless, a community, and we like to feel 
that we play "adult" roles in shaping its 
environment and policies. Insofar as forces 
inhibit our freedom, or prevent our participa
tion, opportunities to test our capacities as 
citizens are lost. 

However, demanding that option to make 
our own decisions--and our own mistakes.
run.s counter to the educational theory which 
holds that young people are not "ready" to 
do certain things, are not "ready" to play 
certain roles. Yet even if we are not 
"ready"-whatever that means-most of us 
feel that exclusion from responsib111ties ls a 
poor way of encouraging us to accept them. 
University administrators often say, "Wait 
until you leave here." Yet we know that those 
who do not demand responsibility at a col-
lege level wm not demand it later in life, 
that they wm become part of the lumpen 
proletariat that live out their lives in mass 
society "in quiet despair." 

Consequently, the student power cry is a 
cry for selfhood. Although the dormitory is
sues, the curfews, student :finances, the inde
pendent student press, the boy-girl questions 
seem trivial issues in their own right, they 
are important as symbols of areas in our 
lives which test selfhood and self-expression. 
If our power to expertment with our own 
rules, our own policies, in relation to these 
questions is limited, then our ab111ty to 
figure out for ourselves what we wm or will 
not do is limited. The stress involved in this 
environment is considerable. 

Another facet of the battle involves a 
search for community. Students used to 
say, "Liberalize rules." Now they demand, 
"Let us make the rules." There is a difference. 
The former shows no concern for community 
decision-making-it is a cry for personal 
freedom; the latter presumes that the right 
to make the decision is the goal. Both de
mands involve a quest for greater respon
sibiUsty, but "student power" is much more 
an existential plea for self-respect and for 
respect from the establishment. 

On those campuses where educational 
policy has become an issue, invariably the 
confiict has been between those who con
fine education to transmission of knowledge, 
development of analytical skills, and those 
who view the process as being necessarily 
broader. "Relevance," as it is usually inter
preted by traditionalist professors, is a red 
herring. Most students are not demanding a 
curriculum dealing entirely with current 
problems or social issues. What "relevance" 
means, more often than not, in student cur
ricular theories, is personalization: How does 
the curriculum fit in with my personality de
velopment, with my ability to solve prob
lems, with the questions which I am ask
ing about myself and the world around me? 
Do professors care about these things? These 
concerns spring from classrooms in which 
students are not challenged, or engaged in 
the subject, and in which subjects are not 
related, even peripherally, to human enter
prise. 

Students are doers, and we want to learn 
to act more effectively. We need power in 
the extra-curriculum; we need involvement 
in the curriculum. It is useless to tell a 
young person not to take risks; the essence 
of our youth, of our sense of defining our
selves, may be the taking of risks, of assum
ing new roles, of testing ourselves in different 
environments, of experimenting with new 
ways of changing others. The institution of 
the university is our laboratory for these 
experiments. It either accords the space 
and resources for them, or it does not. When 
the university does not, we will attempt to 
free the space for ourselves, even if this 
means challenging the institution itself. 

The involvement of students in political 
and social causes must be seen in this 
framework as well-that of freeing space 
for learning and action; of defining rules; of 
asserting selfhood and responsibility. 

A basic question is: Should students par
ticipate in politics at all? For those who 
think the answer is an obvious "yes," it 
may come as a surprise to learn that this 
has been a hotly contested issue on many 
campuses. There are stm only a handful 
of student governments which take stands 
on political issues, for example, on the pre
mise that these questions fall outside of "our 
role as students." On many campuses--al
though the number has diminished over the 
years-the politico remains a figure of scorn, 
involved in matters of no perceived relevance 
to the undergraduate. WhUe this climate is 
shifting, it will still be years before the ma
jority of Amertcan colleges and universities 
call themselves "activist." 

When students do make the leap from 
prtvate concerns to political interest, it gen
erally reflects one of several conditions. For 
some, it may sprtng from a successful local 

drive for student power which "politicizes" 
its students, which teaches them that au
thority figures are not sacrosanct, and which 
shows that they can move to alter their en
vironment. For others, response to a public 
figure-a Martin Luther King, a McCarthy, 
a Kennedy-may provide the impetus. For 
many, a political question which touches 
their lives-like the draft or tuition fees-
might arouse them. 

Yet in every case, the question of "roles" 
is crucial, as it is not in the larger com
munity. The student who does become in
volved politically has chosen a new identity 
for himself; he is functioning in an unex
plored area in which fresh information, un
tried skills, and new energy are needed. If 
he is sertous about hds new interest, the 
route to political activity will mean an ex
tensive reading list, a change in his course 
schedule, and a willingness to expose him
self to the risks of argument, debate, attack. 
Students take politics seriously, and if there 
are those who remain uninvolved, fear of 
failing to meet understood prerequisites of 
political action often ls the cause. Our elders 
often do not ask such questions; their polit
ical activity more frequently reflects per
sonal interests than it does any conscious 
decision to undertake a new position in 
society. 

Despite conflicts over the "role" of students 
in politics, there are few issues which will 
unite students. Usually, these are a few di
rectly related to personal interests. Most stu
dents support lowering the voting age to 
eighteen; students have been united around 
maintenance of free tuition in New Jersey, 
New York, and California; students oppose 
state interference in local university affairs 
and will demonstrate surprtsing unity when 
such interference produces loss of university 
funds, repression of political groups on cam
pus, or bans on speakers. Indeed, on some 
of these questions, the unwi111ngness of stu
dents to "dirty" themselves in politics con
trtbutes to their hostility to political inter
ference in the university, There may be as 
great an underlying sense that "these dumb 
politicians shouldn't muck around with our 
lives" as there is an intuitive loyalty to their 
institution or to civil liberties. 

Once you leave the realm of "student is
sues," the only area of interest in student 
politics is the split between student liberals 
and the New Left. The Young Democrats and 
Young Republicans are not especially strong 
on the campus. The Young Americans for 
Freedom have lost much of their organiza
tional strength since 1964, although they still 
can muster conservative opposition to NSA 
and Students for a Democratic Society 
(SDS). None of these groups differs substan
tially from political counterparts in the 
"adult" world. Yet the framework within 
which student liberal-left politics operates 
has its own dimensions, again in tune with 
questions of peculiarly student concern. 

If students themselves have sought to de
fine the terms of their own identity and to 
assert new areas of responsibllity, both young 
liberals and the left have applied the same 
principle to their response to public affairs. 
The two central issues of the decade--civll 
rights and Vietnam-have both involved 
America's response to cultural deviation, at 
home and abroad. For the student who him
self is engaged in self-definition, the cul
ture's repression of those who do not "toe 
the middle class line" is seen as directly re
lated to the culture's attitude toward him. 
One rarely hears students talk of "poverty" 
with the same fervor as they talk of the 
"black people," or the "Vietnamese people." 
Stokely Carmichael to the contrary, students 
have not tried to organize among whites, 
rich or poor. 

This w11lingness to defend those who devi
ate from mass oppression creates its own 
standard for political leadership. The liberal-
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left knows that dissidents are powerless, but 
the important criterion is the sustenance of 
the dissident community. A Wayne Morse, 
who sticks his neck out early, or a Eugene 
McCarthy, who risks his career, becomes more 
attractive than a Bobby Kennedy, whose 
interest in power makes him a tenuous ally 
on questions of principle. Indeed, even those 
who defend Kennedy in the student commu
nity do so as often by emphasizing the risks 
he has taken as they do by arguing that 
Kennedy has a chance of victory. "Victory" 
for students is as yet dimly perceived-what 
victories have peen won are local, not na
tional, not adequate. The important point is 
the integrity of the group, the unity of those 
who challenge mass life. 

The battle between the liberals and the 
left revolves around this question as well. 
After all the rhetoric, extensive ideological 
bombast, the fellow on the left will tell you 
that he 1s dreadfully afraid of becoming 
"co-opted," of being sucked up by the sub
urbs, by IBM, by the machine. He fights this 
with fervor. Those who "play ball with the 
system"-who work for candidates, who talk 
to government officials, who dress up occa
sionally-are untrustworthy. In the end, the 
left argues, the liberal will sacrifice his battle 
for cultural freedom, for himself, the blacks, 
and the Vietnamese in exchange for a com
fortable position in society. Indeed, the left 
may feel that the liberal cannot understand 
the people for whom he presumably fights, 
since the liberal does not deviate from cul
tural norms himself. As one radical put it, 
"The liberal fights for other people; the 
radical fights for himself." 

When the debate is applied to specifics, 
it becomes quite brutal. The left will strive 
to differentiate itself from the mass; the 
liberal will try to point out areas within the 
American tradition which supports his case 
and builds upon them. The left will use 
confrontation tactics almost on principle, 
with the goal of "shocking" the mass; the 
liberal will try to avoid these tactics, almost 
on principle, from fear of "antagonizing" 
the mass. The left talks of "destroying" the 
system; the liberal talks of rebuilding it. 
However, neither the left nor the liberal is 
terribly hardheaded about charting goals 
and pursuing fluid strategies to achieve 
them. The ways in which the battle is fought 
are as important as the battle itself-to both 
sides. 

It is wrong, however, to assume that divi
sion between liberal and left revolves simply 
around questions of identity and tactics. 
There are differences of goals as well. The 
liberals are, indeed, products of their own 
tradition. They are responding to failures of 
American society to cope with the problems 
of the cities and with the emerging nations 
around the world, and hoping for the "right" 
leadership to influence public policy in the 
"right" directions. The left sees America's re
sponse to the problems of cities and develop
ing nations as being generically related to 
America itself-to its culture, its values, its 
attitudes, which may coerce the majority as 
effectively as its own minorities, and minor
ities elsewhere. 

If electoral politics seems inadequate to the 
left, it is because the nature of the problem 
which they perceive cannot be solved simply 
through new leadership; it will involve a 
transformation of institutions from the 
ground up. That the radicals have not found 
a coherent strategy to effect this transforma
tion reflects as much the nature of the prob
lem as it does their own emotional hang-ups. 
For some, moreover, outlines of a strategy of 
long-term organizing in ghettos, universities, 
suburbs, and corporations are developing, 
which might pull the liberal community 
along with it. 

These, then, are the concerns-developing 
relationships with adults based on attitudes 

of mutual respect; developing communities 
of learning in which people's ability to act 
and experience is deemed as important to 
growth as their ability to absorb information 
and to decide; and developing a tolerance for 
cultural pluralism in this country, and 
abroad. While the issues-as well as the tac
tics-vary from year to year, the themes have 
been constant, and probably will remain so as 
long as our mass institutions remain mass. 

At the outset of this commentary, I cited 
the two paradoxes-of asserting responsibility 
in a context of freedom; of asserting power in 
a. context of powerlessness-as being central 
to the student demands of the 1960s. I have 
not even used the traditional terms of liberal
ism-jobs, education, housing, welfare-be
cause these are not the problems which stu
dents face. The problems are deeper than 
that, involving the structure and values of 
mass culture, and 'if we cry out, it is because 
the beast is difficult to move. Whether it will 
be moved depends on our own ability to 
speak, and the willingness of the society to 
hear. 

THE HUMAN RIGHTS CONVENTIONS 
COMPLEMENT THE IDEAL OF THE 
JEFFERSONIAN DEMOCRACY 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, one of 

the arguments used to delay Senate rati
fication of the human rights conven
tions is that it represents a further in
vasion of the rights of the States by 
transferring to the Federal Government, 
and even to an international forum, the 
jurisdiction States have over certain 
criminal offenses. This argument is par
ticularly aimed at the Genocide Conven
tion. It is said that ratification of this 
convention could remove the crime of 
murder from the State jurisdiction. 

Mr. President, aside from the fact that 
it is highly unlikely that the United 
States would ever be charged with such 
a crime, the argument just does not 
make sense. What the Genocide Con
vention is aimed at is providing the 
protection of international law to the 
lives of citizens of all nations, par
ticularly in those countries that do not 
enjoy a high degree of security and sta
bility. Examples of this would be Nigeria 
and Biafra, where a civil war is being 
waged that violates the basic rights of 
innocents on both sides. 

It is strange that those who stand up 
for States' rights and for a laissez-faire 
doctrine of government do not seem to 
realize that the basis for both these doc
trines is protection of the individual in 
his constitutional rights. The ideal of the 
Jeffersonian democracy was that each 
citizen could live a life of peace with 
his neighbors and be free from violations 
of his rights by these same neighbors, 
but more particularly be free from viola
tions of these same rights by the 
government. 

Thus, instead of fighting against rati
fication of the human rights conven
tions, these same individuals should be 
fighting for ratification. The protection 
of every man's rights from all would-be 
violators is the basis for both the Con
ventions and the doctrines of States' 
rights and laissez-faire government. 

Jefferson, perhaps more than any 
other man, can be called the "Prophet of 
the American Dream." But, surely, Mr. 
President, that American Dream, 

founded as it is on the belief in the nat
ural and inalienable rights of all men, 
belongs to all men. It is their dream too, 
and we should not let the boundaries of 
the United States be the boundaries of 
personal freedom. 

Mr. President, ratification of the gen
ocide and other conventions represent 
no diminution of the sovereignty of the 
States or of the Federal Government. 
What ratification would mean is that 
America is willing to share its dream with 
others and work for the fulfillment of 
that dream with others. 

COMMUNITY SELF-DETERMINA
TION ACT OF 1968 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, it is my 
privilege to be working in association 
with the distinguished Senator from Illi
nois [Mr. PERCY] on a bipartisan effort 
to significantly alter our approach to 
the poverty stricken areas of the United 
States. Next Wednesday we shall intro
duce the Community Self-Determina
tion Act of 1968, a bold new plan to forge 
a lasting partnership between America's 
poor, the business community, and the 
Federal Government. 

Our rural areas desperately need new 
businesses and more jobs to provide de
cent standards of living and stem the 
migration of people to our already burst
ing large cities. Our urban cores require 
vast new economic development to give 
every resident a good job in his own 
community. 

The key concept of our proposals is 
local initiative. Too often in the past, in 
both rural and urban areas, our anti
poverty programs have allowed the poor 
people to become bewildered spectators 
to a march of bureaucratic expansion. 
Too often our free enterprise system has 
had no inducement to develop in poor 
areas, in ways that would materially and 
psychologically benefit the residents 
themselves. Senator PERCY and I feel 
that the Community Self-Determination 
Act is a workable proposal that will give 
all our Nation's citizens a stake in Ameri
can society. Our objective is to give 
everyone a chance to become a partici
pating worker and taxpayer in his local 
community. 

This plan was developed over the past 
year in a cooperative effort involving the 
Kennedy Institute, the Congress of 
Racial Equality, corporate business lead
ers, and distinguished lawyers. Both 
Senator PERCY and I have former staff 
members who have worked closely on 
this project. Thus it is a special pleasure 
for both of use to see it come to fruition 
as a legislative proposal. 

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK, 1968 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the week 

of July 14 to 20 marks the 10th anni
versary of Captive Nations Week. In 1959, 
both Houses of Congress, by unanimous 
vote, approved a resoluton that has since 
become known as Captive Nations Week 
Resolution. The resolution urged the 
President to set aside the third week of 
July each year as Oaptive Nations Week, 
and to invite the American people dur-
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ing this annual observance to manifest 
their solidarity with the captive nations 
of Europe in various and appropriate 
ways. 

While we in this country are approach
ing the 200th anniversary of our freedom 
and sovereignty as a Nation, let us not 
forget that 100 million Europeans are liv
ing under Communist regimes-under 
systems of government which they did 
not choose and are relatively powerless 
to alter. 

Recent developments in east-central 
Europe indicate that the Communist 
system is confronted with the built-in 
problems and deep-seated strains and 
tensions of totalitarianism. The record 
of over two decades of Communist rule 
brings into sharp focus continued op
pasition of the east-central European 
peoples to unpopular self-perpetuation 
regimes, which have deprived them of 
their inalienable right to chart their 
future. 

The failure of the Stalinist regime in 
Czechoslovakia to relax its stiff rule and 
raise the living standard of the people 
has brought to power more progressive 
elements of that country's Communist 
Party. The new leadership has been 
compelled to respond to popular pres
sures and vocal demands by the intel
lectuals and the students by granting 
more freedom of expression. 

In Poland, the March 1968 student 
demonstrations were a poignant protest 
against repressive censorship and the 
curtailment of the fundamental right to 
free speech. These legitimate demands 
were met with retaliatory action by 
party leadership, including court trials 
of writers and university professors and 
mass arrests of students. 

The intellectuals and the younger gen
eration in the captive countries must be 
made aware that their humanist protest 
is supported by the free world. It is 
therefore deemed essential that the 
plight of the intellectuals, who also voice 
the spirit of the workers and the farm
ers, be fully understood by our coun
try and our Government. 

The Assembly of Captive European 
Nations, which includes the nine former 
nations of Albania, Bulgaria, Czech
oslovakia, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Poland, and Rumania, holds 
to the belief that a general relaxation 
of world tension is incumbent upon a 
universal application of the principle of 
self-determination. Genuine stability in 
international relations can be achieved 
only when all the members of the United 
Nations are represented by freely elected 
governments which deal with one an
other in mutual respect and not from 
fear. 

As Americans confront the 1968 elec
tions and the sxercise of a cherished 
right to a voice in the governmental af
fairs of the Naition, let them remember 
those who are less fortunate. As bearers 
of the torch of freedom, let us never for
get the moral obligation we have to the 
millions of our world brotherhood who 
have yet to see the light of freedom in 
their own land and lif es. 

THE NATIONAL GUN CRIME PRE
VENTION ACT IS CONSTITU
TIONAL UNDER THE SECOND 
AMENDMENT AND THE COM
MERCE CLAUSE 
Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the 

moment of truth for :firearms control 
legislation is rapidly approaching. Soon 
the Senate will have before it either a 
committee-reported or the House-passed 
version of the President's bill to control 
mail order sales of rift.es and shotguns. 
At that time, I intend to offer, as an 
amendment to the President's bill, the 
:firearms licensing and registration bill I 
have introduced and which is cospon
sored by nearly 20 Senators. 

The President's mail-order sales bill is 
important. I support it. But a bill in
corporating licensing and registration
the amendment I intend to offer-is the 
kind of bill the American people are de
manding, need, and deserve. 

Between now and the time the Senate 
considers the :firearms bill, I intend to 
present the Senate with relevant back
ground material against which the :fire
arms bills must be judged. For exam
ple, I ask unanimous consent that, at the 
conclusion of my remarks today, two 
Library of Congress studies affirming the 
constitutionality of my bill be reprinted 
for the perusal of Senators. 

In addition, I ask unanimous consent 
that a memorandum prepared by the De
partment of Justice on this same ques
tion be printed in the RECORD as well. 
Although that memorandum specifically 
considers the President's registration and 
licensing bill, which differs in several re
spects from mine, the constitutional basis 
for that bill is identical to the constitu
tional basis for my bill, the National 
Gun Crime Prevention Act. 

The first Library of Congress study 
examines my bill in light of the second 
amendment to the Constitution and con
cludes: 

From what we know of the history and 
construction of the Second Amendment, it 
would seem that the major current proposals 
for gun control registration are not subject 
to any serious Second Amendment chal
lenges. 

The second Library of Congress study 
considers the constitutionality of Fed
eral legislation requiring :firearms regis
tration under the commerce clause of 
the Constitution. That study is prefaced 
by a supplementary memorandum con
sidering the contitutionality of Federal 
legislation to require licensing of all :fire
arms users. These two documents con
clusively demonstrate that the U.S. Con
stitution authorizes Federal legislation, 
such as I have propased, to require reg
istration of all firearms and licensing of 
all firearms users. 

Although most authorities, including 
all Senators, as far as I am aware, hold 
that Congress is fully capable, as a con
stitutional matter, of enactng the bill 
I have proposed, I urge the study of these 
opinions by any Member who may be con
cerned about the constitutional issues 
they discuss. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous consent re
quest of the Senator from Maryland? 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Library of Congress, Legislative 

Reference Service, Washington, D.C., July 
8, 1968) 

THE SECOND AMENDMENT AS A LIMITATION ON 
FEDERAL FmEARMS LEGISLATION 1 

(By Vincent A. Doyle, Legislative Attorney, 
American Law Division) 

In assessing the validity of Federal laws 
prohibiting persons from purchasing or pos
sessing firearms without a license or without 
registration, it is necessary to determine the 
extent to which the Second Amendment lim
its the exercise by Congress . of its taxing 
power, or commerce power, or any other 
power on which it might base gun control 
legislation. The Second Amendment provides 
that: 

"A well regulated Militia, being neces
sary to the security of a free State, the right 
of the people to keep and bear arms, shall 
not be infringed." 2 

It is clear that the constitutional injunc
tion is against infringing "the right of the 
J?eople to keep and bear arms." It seems 
equally clear that, coupled as it ls with the 
thought that a well regulated militia ls nec
essary to the security of a free State, the in
junction is not so absolute that it prohibits 
every congressional effort to regulate the 
sale, use, or possession of weapons. It is not 
at all clear, however, precisely what limits 
the Amendment does place on the power of 
Congress. 

In deciding whether it will adopt or reject 
a legislative proposal, Congress weighs not 
just the wisdom of the measure but its con
stitutionality as well. If there be any con
stitutional ambiguity, it looks beyond the 
words of the Constitution to their history, 
their meaning at the time they were adopted, 
and the interpretations given to them by the 
Supreme Court, which does, after all, have 
the final word in constitutional interpreta
tion. In this effort not to exceed its powers, 
Congress has been eminently successful. In 
almost two hundred years, the Court has held 
less than one hundred Acts of Oongress un
constitutional. During this same period the 
Court has overruled itself well over a hun
dred times. 

When the basis for legislation is a power 
of Congress which has been limited by a 
Court construction of a constitutional pro
vision in a case or oases clearly in point, then 
Congress has an obligation to take this fact 
into account in framing its legislation. On 
the other hand, if the cases are not precisely 
in point, if they do not hold but merely sug
gest a constitutional limitation on the power 
of Congress, or if, despite an earlier clear 
limitation, the more recent cases show a 
trend which seems likely to result in reversal 
of the earlier limitation, Congress should 
make its own assessment of the weight to be 
given such judicial interpretations in meas
uring its own powers. 

When a. constitutional a.m.biguity is not 
clearly settled by either the history of the 
provision or the Court's construction of it, it 
would seem approprla te for Congress to use 
the wisdom of a legislative proposal as the 
principal basis for its decision to adopt or 
reject it. Neither the history of the Second 
Amendment nor the cases construing it, re
move all doubts about its meaning. Under 
these circumstances Congress would seem to 
be relatively free to give the Amendment its 

1 Another LRS report, Federal Registration 
of Firearms-A Consideration of Two Con
stitutional Problems (A-245; 444/301), by 
Johnny H. Killian, discusses the commerce 
power and the privilege against self-incrimi
nation. 

2 U.S. Const., Amendment II as ratified on 
December 15, 1791. 
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own gloss. Though it most certainly limits 
the power of Congress with respect to gun 
control legislation, the precise nature of the 
limits is far from certain. 

TheTe would seem to be little doubt that a 
law prohibiting anyone in the United States, 
except a Federal officer, from owning any 
type of firearm, is barred by the Second 
Amendment. On the other hand, we know 
that a law which prohibits interstate trans
portation of an unregistered sawed-off shot
gun is not barred by the Second Amend
ment.a We can be certain of very little more 
than that. Since the current proposals would 
establish controls falling somewhere between 
these extremes, to assess their validity we 
must look to the history of the Second 
Amendment, the one case, Miller, supra, in 
which the Court made any holding with 
regard to the effect of the Amendment on 
the power of Congress, and those other state
ments of the Court on the meaning of the 
Amendment made in cases unrelated to the 
power of Congress. 

HISTORY OF THE SECOND AMENDMENT 

The history of the Second Amendment 
really begins at the Constitutional Conven
tion of 1787 in Philadelphia. As originally 
adopted, the Constitution, in Article I, Sec
tion 8, gave Congress the power: 

"To provide for calling forth the Militia 
to execute the Laws of the Union, suppress 
Insurrections and repel Invasions; 

"To provide for organizing, arming, and 
disciplining the Militia, and for governing 
such Part of them as may be employed in the 
Service of the United States, reserving to the 
States respectively, the Appointment of the 
Officers, and the Authority of Training the 
Militia according to the discipline prescribed 
by the Congress;" 

Stated in general terms, the rationale for 
this formulation was that since a standing 
army is undesirable in a free and democratic 
nation, principal reliance for the defense of 
the nation and the suppression of insurrec
tion should be placed in the militia of the 
States. It was thought, however, that the 
States' militia would be better regulated, 
better disciplined and more responsive to the 
needs of the nation, 1f Congress had the 
power to regulate their conduct. Perhaps 
the best description of the considerations 
that entered into the adoption of this ap
proach and the framing of this language is 
contained in a statement delivered to the 
Legislature of Maryland by Luther Martin, 
the State's Attorney General who was a dele
gate to the Constitutional Convention.' 

There were some besides Martin who 
thought that the original constitutional pro
visions did not guarantee the States enough 
control over the militia, and even enabled the 
Federal Government "to leave the m111tia 
totally unorganized, undiscipUned, and even 
to disarm them." 5 This matter was debated 
extensively at some of the ratifying conven
tions. After Pennsylvania had agreed to rati
fication, a dissident minority prepared several 
proposals to amend the Constitution, one of 
which would have provided that each State 
should have the power to arm its militia 
whenever Congress had failed to do so.6 New 
Hampshire coupled its ratification with a re
quest that Congress consider the adoption of 
a Bill of Rights at its First Session. One of the 
proposed rights was that "Congress shall 
never disarm any citizen unless such as are or 
have been in actual rebellion." 1 Virginia, 
North Carolina and Rhode Island also recom
mended amendments with respect to the 

8 United States v. Miller, 307 U.S. 174 (1939). 
"Reproduced as an Appendix to this report. 
5 See penultimate sentence of excerpts from 

Luther Martin's statement in Appendix. 
0 The Second Amendment: A Second Look. 

61 Nw. U.L. Rev. 46, 58 (1966). 
7 Id. at 59. 

militia and the right of the people to bear 
arms.8 

It was James Madison who introduced the 
B111 of Rights at the First Session of Con
gress. In his proposal, the language of what 
ultimately became the Second Amendment 
was that: 

"The right of the people to keep and bear 
arms shall not be infringed; a well armed and 
regulated militia being the best security of 
a free country; but no person religiously 
scrupulous of bearing arms shall be com
pelled to render military service in person." 9 

As reported by a special committee that 
language became: 

"A well regulated militia, composed of the 
body of the people, being the best security of 
a free state, the right of the people to keep 
and bear arms shall not be infringed; but 
no person religiously scrupulous shall be 
compelled to bear arms." 10 

The principal objection to this language 
was made by Rep. Elbridge Gerry of Massa
chusetts on the ground that the last clause 
"would give an opportunity to the people in 
power to destroy the Constitution itself. 
They can declare who are those religiously 
scrupulous, and prevent them from bearing 
arms." 11 He went on to say: 

"What, sir, is the use of a m111tia? It is to 
prevent the establishment of a standing 
army, the bane of liberty. Now it must be 
evident, that, under this provision, together 
with their other Powers, Congress could take 
such measures with respect to a militia, as 
to make a standing army necessary. 

"Whenever Governments mean to invade 
the rights and liberties of the people, they 
always attempt to destroy the militia, in 
order to raise an army upon their ruins." 1~ 

Despite his objections to some of the Com
mittee's language, Mr. Gerry was unques
tionably in favor of the proposed amend
ment's general purpose. The House, however, 
ti.pproved the language reported by the Oom
mittee. Senate debates in 1789 were not re
ported so it is impossible to tell what con
siderations led to the evolution of the lan
guage of the proposal into that of the Second 
Amendment: 

"A well regulated Militia, being necessary 
to the security of a free State, the right of 
the people to keep and bear arms, shall not 
be infringed." 

The changes made by the Senate, however, 
do not seem to alter the general intent to 
prevent the Federal Government from dis
arming the States' militia. 

THE SECOND AMENDMENT IN THE COURT 

In the first case in which the Supreme 
Court considered the Seoond Amendment, it 
weighed the validity of an indictment under 
a provision of the Civil Rights Aot of 1870 
charging a conspiracy of private individuals 
to deny Negroes "the right to keep and bear 
arms for a lawful purpose." The indictment 
was brought under a statute which punished 
interference with rights secured by the Con
stitution and laws of the United States. In 
holding the indictment defective, the Court 
said: 

"The right there specified is that of "bear
ing arms for a lawful purpose." This is not 
a right granted by the Constitution. Neither 
is it in any manner dependent upon that 
instrument for its existence. The Second 
Amendment declares that it shall not be in
fringed; but this, as has been seen, means no 
more than thait it shall not be infringed by 
Congress." is 

Though Cruikshank a.cknowledges that the 
right guaranteed by the Second Amendment 

8 Id. at 60. 
91 Annals of Cong. 434 (1789) . 
10 Id. at 749. 
11 Ibid. 
12 Id. at 750. 
13 United States v. Cruikshank, 92 U.S. 542 

(1876). 

cannot be infringed by Congress, and sug
gests that there is a right of the people to 
bear arms which exists independently of 
the Constitution and is to be protected by 
the States, it tells us nothing about the 
nature or extent of that right. 

In Presser v. Illinois,14 while agreeing that 
the Second Amendment operated as a prohi
bition only upon the Federal Government 
and holding valid a State law prohibiting 
persons drilling or parading with arms or 
associating as a m111tary organization with
out a license, the Court nevertheless sug
gested that there might be some limitations 
on the power of the States to deprive their 
citizens of the right to bear arms which flow 
from the Federal Constitution. It stated: 

"It is unquestionably true that all citizens 
capable Of bearing arms constitute the re
served military force or reserve militia of the 
United States as well as of the States, and, 
in view of the prerogative of the general 
government, as well as of its general powers, 
the States, cannot, even laying the consti
tutional provision in question out of view, 
prohibit the people from keeping and bear
ing arms, so as to deprive the United States 
of their rightful resource for maintaining 
the public security, and disable the people 
from performing their duty to the general 
government." 1G 

The Supreme Court has mentioned the 
Second Amendment in some fourteen cases 
besides Cruikshank and Presser. In some, as 
in Presser, it has considered the constitu
tionality of State laws imposing restric
tions of one kind or another on the right of 
its own citizens to keep and bear arms. Con
sistently it has held that the Second Amend
ment restricts only the United States and 
not the States. In other cases, it has simply 
alluded to the Second Amendment without 
construing it. For example, in discussing 
the power of a State to train its able bodied 
male citizens to serve in the State mil1ta 
or as members of local constabulary forces 
to police the State, the Court said in Hamil
ton v. University of California: 16 

"So long as its action is within retained 
powers and not inconsistent with any exer
tion of the authority of the national govern
ment, and transgresses no right safeguarded 
to the citizens by the Federal Constitution, 
the State is the sole judge of the means to be 
employed and the amount of training to be 
exacted for the effective accomplishment of 
these ends. Second Amendment." 

In only one case, however, Miller v. United 
States,17 has ·the Supreme Court handed down 
an opinion construing the Second Amend
ment in a controversy involving a second 
Amendment challenge to the constitution
ality of a Federal law. At issue was the va
lidity of an indictment charging interstate 
transportation of a sawed-off shotgun which 
had not been registered in accordance with 
the requirements of the National Firearms 
Act.18 Sawed-off shotguns, those with bar
rels less than 18 inches in length, and sub
machine guns were among the favorite weap
ons of prohibition-spawned racketeers. The 
National Firearms Act, among other things, 
required registration of all such weapons and 
put a repressive tax on their transfer. Al
though the Court held the Act constitu
tional, the basis for its holding was a rather 
narrow one. The Court said: 19 

"In the absence of any evidence tending to 
show that possession or use of a 'shotgun 
having a barrel of less than 18 inches in 
length' at this time has some reasonable 
relationship to the preservation or eftlciency 
of a well regulated militia, we cannot say 

1' 116 U.S. 252 (1886). 
16 Id. at 265. 
1e 293 U.S. 245, 260 (1934). 
17 307 U.S. 174 (1939). 
19 Act of June 26, 1934. c. 757 68 Stat. 1236, 

28 U.S.C. § 4181, 4182, 4224, 5801 et seq. 
19 307 U.S. 174, 178 ( 1939) . 
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that the Second Amendment guarantees the 
right to keep and bear such an instrument. 
Certainly it is not within judicial notice that 
this weapon is any part of the ordinary m111-
tary equtpment or that its use could con
tribute to the common defense." 

Having announced this conclusion, the 
Court recited the original provisions of the 
Constitution dealing with the mllltia 20 and 
stated that: 

"With obvious purpose to assure the con
tinuation and render possible the effective
ness of such forces the declaration and guar
antee of the Second Amendment were made. 
It must be interpreted and applied with that 
end in view." 21 

The Court then went on to consider the 
background of the constitutional provisions 
dealing with the militia and the right of the 
people to bear arms. It observed that the 
Convention debates and the history and leg
islation of the colonies made it clear that 
the "Militia comprised all males physically 
capable of acting in concert for the common 
defense" and that "when called for service 
these men were expected to appear bearing 
arms supplied by themselves and of the kind 
in common use at the time." 22 

From this opinion in Miller, it might be 
inferred that a federal law requiring regis
tration of weapons having "some reasonable 
relationship to the preservation or eftlciency 
of a well regulated militia" would infringe 
the right guaranteed by the Second Amend
ment and would therefore be unconstitu
tional. Such an argument was considered by 
the United States Court of Appeals for the 
First Circuit in Cases v. United States.m At 
issue was the validity of a provision in the 
Federal Firearms Act 24 making it unlawful 
for any person who has been convicted of a 
crime of violence or who is a fugitive from 
justice to ship, or cause to be shipped, :fire
arms or ammunition in interstate commerce, 
or to receive such firearms or· ammunition. A 
defendant, convicted of a violation of this 
provision, argued that it violated the Second 
Amendment. After reviewing the holding 
and rationale of Miller the Court said: 

"Apparently, then, under the Second 
Amendment, the federal government can 
limit the keeping and bearing of arms by a 
single individual as well as by a group of 
individuals, but it cannot prohibit the pos
session or use of any weapon which has any 
reasonable relationship to the preservation 
or eftlciency of a well regulated m111tia." 2s 

It went on to say: 
"However, we do not feel that the Supreme 

Court in this case [Miller] was attempting 
to formulate a general rule applicable to all 
cases. The rule which it laid down was ade
quate to dispose of the case before it and 
that we think was as far as the Supreme 
Court intended to go. At any rate, the rule 
of the Miller case, if intended to be compre
hensive and complete would seem to be al
ready outdated, in spite of the fact that it 
was formulated only three and a half years 
ago, because of the well-known fact that in 
the so-called "Commando Units" some sort 
of military use seems to have been found for 
almost any modern lethal weapon. In view 

20 The Congress shall have Power ... To 
provide for calling forth the Militia to exe
cute the laws of the Union, suppress Insur
rections and repel Invasions: To provide for 
organizing, arming and disciplining the Mili
tia, and for governing such Part of them as 
may be employed in the Service of the United 
States, reserving to the States respectively, 
the Appointment of the Officers, and the 
authority of training the Militia according to 
the discipline prescribed by the Congress. 
U.S. Const., Art. I, Section 8. 

21307 U.S. at 178. [emphasis added] 
22 Jd. at 179. 
23131 F. 2d 916 (1942). 
lli 15 u.s.c. § 902 ( e, f) . 
25 131 F. 2d at 922. 

of this, if the rule of the Miller case is gen
eral and complete, the result would follow 
that, under present day conditions, the fed
eral government would be empowered only 
to regulate the possession or use of weapons 
such as a flintlock musket or a matchlock 
harquebus. But to hold that the Second 
Amendment limits the federal government 
to regulations concerning only weapons 
which can be classed as antiques or curiosi
ties,-almost any other might bear some rea
sonable relationship to the preservation or 
eftlciency of a well regulated m111tia unit of 
the present da.y,-is in effect to hold that the 
limitation of the Second Amendment is 
absolute." 28 

The Court in Cases departed, ·in one sense, 
from the Miller rule because it held valid a 
statute that regulated the use of weapons 
which did bear a reasonable relationship to a 
well regulated m111tia.. It took a leaf from the 
Miller book, however, when it held that the 
Federal Firearms Act did not conflict with 
the Second Amendment to the Constitution 
on the ground that "while the weapon may 
be capable of mmtary use, or while at lea.st 
fam111arity with it might be regarded as of 
value in training a person to use a com
parable weapon of military type and caliber, 
still there is no evidence that the appellant 
was or ever had been a member of any mili
tary organization, or that his use of the 
weapon under the circumstance disclosed 
was in preparation of a military career." 27 

The Supreme Court denied a petition for 
certiorari subnom. Velasquez v. United 
States.28 As the Court has often said, how
ever, no inference at all may be drawn from 
a denial of certiorari. 
SOME GENERAL PRINCIPLES FOR TESTING VALIDITY 

OF RECENT GUN CONTROL PROPOSALS 

Neither the history of, nor the cases con
struing, the Second Amendment give any 
specification notion of the limits placed on 
the powers of. Congress. They do make it 
possible, however; to· staite a few general prin
ciples. 

The right of the people to keep and bear 
arms, which Congress may not infringe, is so 
linked with the conduct of a well regulated 
militia that a federal law prohibiting posses
sion of a specific kind of firearm, for instance, 
a sawed-off shotgun, by anyone, or posses
sion of any kind of firearm by a specific kind 
of person, for instance, a felon or a person 
adjudged insane, would not be prohibited by 
the Second Amendment in the absence of 
evidence that not only the firearm but the 
person as well were somehow necessary to 
the conduct of a well regulated m111tia. This 
conclusion with respect to the kind of fire
arm constitutes the holding of United States 
v. Miller, supra. This conclusion with respect 
to the kind of person may be inferred from 
Miller even if it may not be inferred from the 
Supreme Court's refusal to upset the First 
Circuit's holding in Oases v. United States, 
supra, by denying certiorari. 

There is some authority to suggest that 
the right to keep and bear arms is not an 
individual right but rather a right of the 
people collectively and that the Second 
Amendment, therefore, "merely affirms the 
right of the States to organize and maintain 
militia." 29 The better view would seem to 
be that the Second Amendment protects from 
infringement by Congress the right of the 
people, individually, to keep and bear arms 
but only insofar as that right is necessary 
to the conduct of a well regulated militia. 

If the right to bear arms were an indi
vidual one unrelated to the conduct of a 

28 Jbid. 
21 Id. at 9212-23. 
28 319 U.S. 770 (1943}. 
211 Department of Justice Memorandum on 

the Second Amendment, Anti-Crime Pro
gram-Hearings Before Subcommittee No. 5 
of the House Committee on the Judiciary, 
90th Congress, 1st Session (1967) p. 247. 

militia, then Congress would have no more 
right to disarm a member of the Mafia, the 
Minutemen, or even the Communist Party, 
than it does to disarm a member of the 
Maryland Militia. A member of the Mafia 
would be equally immune even if one con
ceded the link between the right to bear 
arms and the conduct of a militia if one 
subscribed to the theory that to disarm "any 
male capable of bearing arms for the com
mon defense" is to disarm a member of the 
"militia." 30 Despite the dramatic changes in 
our society and the nature of its needs for 
a m111tia which have occurred since the 
Second Amendment was adopted, the Con
stitutions of at least twenty States still pro
vide that the militia shall be composed of 
all able-bodied males between the ages of 
eighteen and forty-flve.31 And in some other 
States, without such provisions in their Con
stitutions, there are statutes establishing 
both an organized and an unorganized mili
tia, with the unorganized militia composed 
of all able-bodied males between certain ages 
who have not joined the organized militia. 

The unorganized militia may be ordered to 
duty by the Governor for the purpooe of 
suppressing riots or insurrections just as the 
organized militia may.82 However, if a felon 
were free from Federal interference with his 
ownership or possession of firearms simply 
because he was eligible to be called on for 
duty in the militia, then there would be rea
son to doubt the power of any State to dis
arm a felon or any other person eligible for 
service in the militia. As the Court suggested 
in Presser v. Illinois: "the States cannot 
* * * prohibit the people from keeping and 
bearing arms, so as to deprive the · United 
States of their rightful resource for main
taining the public security, and disable the 
people from performing their duty to the 
general government." aa The cases, of course, 
would seem to make it clear that the States 
are quite free to disarm felons; obviously, 
therefore, the Federal Government should be 
equally free. 

Another general principle, derived not so 
much from the Second Amendment as from 
well established rules of constitutional con
struction, is that not every regulation is of 
necessity an infringement. Consider, for ex
ample, the difference between regulation by 
licensing and regulation by registration. Li
censing, since it results in a denial of the 
right to those denied a license might very 
well be an infringement of the right, what
ever it be. Registration, on the other hand, if 
there be no discretion in the registrar to re
fuse registration, deprives no one of the right 
and is less likely to be considered an in
fringement of the right, whatever it be. Since 
registration disarms no one, and since licens
ing disarms only those denied licenses, e.g., 
convicted felons and those adjudged insane, 
in the absence of a showing that denial of 
licenses to such persons results in an inter
ference with the conduct of a well regulated 
militia there can be no question of a viola
tion of the Second Amendment. 

Even if a law resulted in some slight inter
ference with the conduct of a well regulated 
militia, it would not necessarily be uncon
stitutional. Despite the First Amendment 
prohibition against any law a.bridging the 
freedom of speech or the right of the people 
peaceably to assemble, the Court has upheld 
the validity of laws punishing speech in
tended to obstruct recruitment for the 

30 Even under this theory, however, it might 
be possible to disarm a Communist who by 
disposition, at least, would not seem to be 
capable of bearing arms for the common de
fense. 

31 See: Index Digest of State Constitutions 
(2d Ed. 1959) p. 699; (1964 Supp.) p. 132. 

32 E.g., see Code of Alabama Title 35, sec
tions 3(1}, 5(1), 53-55. 

33 116 U.S. 252, 265 (lli86}. 
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armed services 34 as well as laws prohibHing 
picketing and parading in specified locations 
in or near a courthouse.85 There would seem 
to be no reason to suppose that in assessing 
Second Amendment challenges to the valid
ity of a federal law which dealt with both 
weapons and persons necessary to the con
duct of a well regulated militia the Court 
would not use something like the "clear and 
present danger" test or a "balancing of in
terests" test just as it has in assessing alleged 
infringements of the rights protected by the 
First and other Amendments. 

Most of the pending gun control proposals 
use one or more of three techniques for regu
lation: prohibition of mail order or other 
interstate sales; registration; and licensing. 
All are framed to apply to firearms which 
may be useful in the conduct of a well reg
ulated militia. All would seem to reaoh some 
persons subject to service in the militia 
(though, as noted below, each has an exemp
tion provision which may be applicable to 
transactions involving the militia). If the 
Court applies the general principles just 
stated, however, it seems unlikely that any 
of the proposals would be held, on its face, 
to violate the Second Amendment. On the 
other hand, there would seem to be some 
possibility that as applied to a particular per
son or a particular transaction with respect 
to which there was evidence that the Fed
eral law interfered with the conduct of a 
well regulated militia one or another pro
vision of the proposals might be held in
valid. 

As has been stated, ea.ch of the three pro
posals being given most serious consideration 
contains an exemption provision which may 
be applicable to some or all transactions in
volving the m111tia. 

H.R. 17735, introduced by Chairman Celler 
on June 10, 1968, and reported by the House 
Committee on the Judiciary on June 21, 1968 
(H.R. Rept. No. 1577), would reenact Section 
925(a) of Title 18 U.S.C., Chapter 44, which 
provides that the chapter "shall not apply 
with respect to the transportation, shipment, 
receipt, or importation of any firearm or am
munition imported for, or sold or shipped to, 
or issued for the use of ... any State or pos
session, or any department, agency, or politi
cal subdivision thereof." 

The President's newest and broadest pro
posal, H.R. 18110, introduced by Mr. Celler 
on June 25, 1968, would leave 18 U.S.C. 925 
(a) unchanged so that its exemptions would 
presumably be applicable with respect to the 
licensing provisions contained in the new 
section 923 (a). The new Chapter 44A to be 
added to Title 18 by H.R. 18110 prohibits 
possession of an unregistered firearm and reg
ulates the acquisition and sale of firearms 
required to be registered under Sections Q32 
and 933, but Section 931 defines the term 
"possess" to mean "asserting ownership or 
having custody and control not subject to 
termination by another or after a fixed period 
of time"; Section 932(a) (3) exempts from the 
registration requirements "a firearm, pre
viously unregistered, possessed by . . . any 
State or political subdivision thereof"; and 
the Section 933 provisions regulating sales 
are applicable only to firearms registered or 
required to be registered. 

The third bill receiving serious considera
tion, S. 3634, introduced on June 12, 1968, 
by Senator Tydings for himself and nine 
other Sena.tors, has an exemption provision 
which may be even broader from the point 
of view of Second Amendment considerations 
than either of the others. Section 806 states 
that: "The provisions of this Act shall not 
apply to the sale, other transfer, ownership, 
or possession of any firearm or ammuni
tion to or by ... (B) any State or any de
partment, independent establishment, 

:u Schenck v. United States, 249 U.S. 47 
(1919). 

85 Cox v. Louisiana, 37 U.S. 559 (1965). 

agency, or any political subdivision thereof, 
(C) any duly commissioned officer or agent 
of ... a State or any political subdivision 
thereof, in his official capacity ... " 

All of these bills would seem, then, to 
exempt from their operation all firearms 
owned by States and assigned for the use of 
members of their mil1tia. Though we know 
of no State which, at the present time, re
quires all eligible members of the m111tia to 
report for duty bearing their own arms and 
ammunition, it is at least arguable that un
der the Tydings proposal, to the extent that 
they were required by State law to possess 
such firearms, members of the unorganized 
militia would be "agents" of the State and 
therefore exempt from the requirements of 
the Act with respect to any firearms the 
State required them to possess. 

From what we know of the history and 
construction of the Second Amendment, it 
would seem that the major current proposals 
for gun control legislation are not subject 
to any serious Second Amendment chal
lenges. 

APPENDIX 

Excerpt from The Genuine Information, 
delivered to the Legislature of the State of 
Maryland, relative to the Proceedings of the 
General Convention, held at Philadelphia, in 
1787, by LUTHER MARTIN, Esquire, Attor
ney-General of Maryland, and one of the 
Delegates in the said Convention. 

"[51] By the eighth section of the first 
article, the Congress have also the power 
given them to raise and support armies, 
without any limitation as to numbers, and 
without any restriction in time of peace. 
Thus, Sir, this plan of government, instead 
of guarding against a standing army, that 
engine of arbitrary power, which has so often 
and so successfully been used for subversion 
of freedom, has in its formation given it an 
express and constitutional sanction, and hath 
provided for its introduction; nor could this 
be prevented. I took the sense o! the con
vention on a proposition, by which the Con
gress should not have power, in time of 
peace, to keep embodied more than a certain 
number of regular troops that number to be 
ascertained by what should be considered a 
respectable peace establishment. This prop
osition was rejected by a majority; it being 
their determination, that the power of Con
gress to keep up a standing army, even in 
peace, should only be restrained by their will 
and pleasure. 

" [ 52] This section proceeds further to give 
a power to the Congress to provide for the 
calling forth the m111tia, to execute the laws 
o! the Union, suppress insurrections, and re
pel invasions. As to giving such a power, there 
was no objection; but Lt was thought by some, 
that this power ought to be given with cer
tain restrictions. It was thought, that not 
more than a certain part of the m111tia of 
any one State ought to be obliged to march 
out of the same, or be employed out of the 
same, at any one time, without the consent 
of the legislature of such State. This amend
ment I endeavored to obtain; but it met with 
the same fate which attended almost every 
attempt to limit the powers given to the gen
eral government and constitutionally to 
guard against their abuse, it was not adopt
ed. As it now stands, the Congress will have 
the power, if they please, to march the whole 
militia of Maryland to the remotest part of 
the Union, and keep them in service as long 
as they think proper, without being in any 
respect dependent upon the Government of 
Maryland for this unlimited exercise of power 
over its citizens-All of whom, from the low
est to the greatest, may, during such service, 
be subjected to military law, and tied up and 
whipped at the halbert, like the meanest of 
slaves. 

" [ 53] By the next paragraph, Congress is 
to have the power to provide for organizing, 
arming, and dfsciplining the militia, and for 

governing such part of them as may be em
ployed in the service of the United States. 

"[54] For this extraordinary provision, by 
which the militia, the only defence and pro
tection which the State can have for the 
security of their rights against arbitrary en
croachments of the general government. Is 
taken entirely out of the power of their 
respective States, and placed under the power 
of Congress, it was speciously assigned as a 
reason, that the general government would 
cause the militia to be better regulated and 
better disciplined than the State govern
ments, and that it would be proper for the 
whole m111tia. of the Union to have a uni
formity in their arms and exercise. To this it 
was answered, that the reason, however 
specious, was not just,· that it would be 
absurd, the m111tia of the western settle
ments, who were exposed to an Indian 
enemy, should either be confined to the 
same arms or exercise as the militia of the 
eastern or middle States; that the same 
penalties which would be sufficient to enforce 
an obedience to m111tia laws in some States, 
would be totally disregarded in others; that, 
leaving the power to the several States, they 
would respectively best know the situation 
and circumstances of their citizens, and the 
regula tlons that would be necessary and suf
ficient to eft'ect a well-regulated militia in 
each; that we were satisfied the m111tia had 
heretofore been as well disciplined as if they 
had been under the regulations of Congress, 
and that the States would now have an 
additional motive to keep their militia in 
proper order, and fit for service, as it would 
be the only chance to preserve their exist
ence against a general government armed 
with powers sufficient to destroy them. 

" [ 55) These observations, Sir, procured 
from some of the members an open avowal of 
those reasons, by which we believed before 
that they were actuated. They said, that, as 
the States would be opposed to the general 
government, and at enmity with it, which, 
as I have already observed, they assumed as 
a principle, if the militia was under the con
trol and the authority of the respective 
States, it would ena•ble them to thwart and 
oppose the general government. They said, 
the States ought to be at the mercy of the 
general government, and, therefore, that the 
militia ought to be put under its power, and 
not suft'ered to remain under the power of 
the respective States. In answer to these 
declarations, it was lN'ged, that, if after hav
ing retained to the general government the 
great powers already granted, and among 
those, that of raising and keeping up regular 
troops without limitations, the power over 
the militia should be taken away from the 
States, and also given to the general govern
ment, it ought to be considered as the last 
coup de grace to the State governments; 
that it must be the most convincing proof, 
the advocates of this system design the de
struction of the State governments, and that 
no professions to the contrary ought to be 
trusted; and that every State in the Union 
ought to reject such a system with indigna
tion, since, if the general government should 
attempt to oppress and enslave them, they 
could not have any possible means of self
defense; because, the proposed system ta.king 
away from the States the right of OTganizing, 
arming, and disciplining the militia, the first 
attempt made by a State to put the m111tia 
in a situation to counteract the arbitrary 
measures of the general government would 
be construed into an act of rebellion or 
treason; and Congress would instantly march 
their troops into the State. It was further 
observed that, when a government wishes to 
deprive its citizens of freedom, and reduce 
them to slavery, it generally makes use of a 
standing army for that purpose, and leaves 
the m111tia in a situation as contemptible 
as possible, lest they might oppose its arbi
trary designs; that, in this system, we give 
the general government every provision it 
could wish for, and even invite it to subvert 
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the liberties of the States and their citizens; 
since we give it the right to increase and 
keep up a standing army as numerous as it 
would wish, and, by placing the militia 
under its power, enable it to leave the 
militia totally unorganized, undisciplined, 
and even to disarm them; while the citizens, 
so far from complaining of this neglect, 
might even esteem it a favor in the general 
government, as thereby they would be freed 
from the burden of militia duties, and left 
to their own private occupations or pleas
ures. However, all arguments, and every 
reason that could be urged on this subject, 
as well as on many others, were obliged to 
yield to one that was unanswerable-a 
majority upon the division." 
[Emphasis in original] 3 Farrand, Records 
of the Federal Convention of 1787, pp. 
207-209. 

[From the Library of Congress, Legislative 
Reference Service, June 25, 1968] 

FEDERAL LICENSING OF FIREARMS OWNERS 

(By Johnny H. Killian, Legislative Attorney, 
American Law Division) 

In a report, Federal Registration of Fire
arms (444/ 301), we set forth a thesis that 
Congress possessed the power to enact legis
lation requiring registration of all firearms in 
the United States under the Commerce 
Clause. The course of the argument was con
cerned with the power of Congress to reach 
the subject matter-possession of firearms by 
persons-rather than with what Congress 
chose to provide in the legislation in regard 
to that subject matter-registration. 

The report proceeded upon the basis that 
the constitutional validity of congressional 
enactments is to be evaluated by asking and 
answering two quite different questions. First, 
does Congress have authority under a con
stitutional grant of power to reach the sub
ject matter? It was the argument of the re
port that the possession and receipt of fire
arms moving in interstate commerce or 
which affect commerce or which while solely 
intrastate must be reached to effect compre
hensive regulation were appropriate subjects 
of regulation by Congress through the exer
cise of its power under the Commerce Clause. 

If this conclusion is correct, it would make 
no constitutional difference should Congress 
choose to deal with the problem of posses
sion and receipt of firearms by requiring that 
the firearms be registered or that the owners 
and possessors be licensed or that both con
ditions be imposed. 

The second question, once the power over 
the subject is ascertained, is does Congress 
have the power to prescribe the particular 
regulatory scheme? Both registration and 
licensing when required at the state or local 
level by legislative act are enacted under the 
police power of the state or locality. Though 
it is a general rule that the Federal Govern
ment has no police power as an independent 
source of authority, it has long been held 
that in legislating under the Commerce 
Clause to regulate particular aspects of com
merce "to the extent of forbidding and 
punishing the use of such commerce as an 
agency to promote immorality, dishonesty, or 
the spread of any evil or harm to the people 
of other states from the state of origin . . . 
[Congress] is merely exercising the police 
power, for the benefit of the public, within 
the field of interstate commerce." Brooks v. 
United States, 281 U.S. 432, 436-37 (1925). Or, 
as the Court said in United States v. Darby, 
312 U.S. 100, 114 (1941): "It is no objection 
to the assertion of the power to regulate in
terstate commerce that its exercise is at
tended by the same incidents which attend 
the exercise of the police power of the states." 

Therefore, it appears, first, that for pur
poses of reaching the subject matter through 
the exercise of the commerce power it does 
not matter that registration or licensing or 
a combining of both is the regulatory 
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scheme, and, second, that having power over 
the subject Congress may by analogy to the 
States' police power enac·t a comprehensive 
regulatory scheme combining both registra
tion and licensing. 

Where it is found that the power may 
reach the subject and the Court finds "that 
the legislators ... have a rational basis for 
finding a chosen regulatory scheme neces
sary to protection of commerce, our investi
gation is at an end." Katzenbach v. Mcclung, 
379 U.S. 294, 303-304 (1964). 

We must note here that in answering the 
second question one must look also to wheth
er the particular regulatory scheme violates 
a particular prohibition or limitation of the 
Constitution; in this regard, the principal 
argument relates to the Second Amendment 
which, as indicated in our earlier report, is 
not considered here. 

[From the Library of Congress, Legislative 
Reference Service, Washington, D.C., July 
17, 1968) 

FEDERAL REGISTRATION OF FIREARMS-A CON

SIDERATION OF Two CONSTITUTIONAL PROB
LEMS: CONSTITUTIONAL BASIS; SELF-INCRIM

INATION 

(By Johnny H. Killian, Legislat ive At torney, 
American Law Division) 

(NoTE.-This paper includes two reports 
growing out of recent proposals for the en
actment of a federal statute requiring federal 
registration of all firearms in the United 
States. In the first report, we develop a line 
of reasonlng to the effect that the Commerce 
Clause grants Congress the power to enact 
such a registratton system. The argument is 
based upon a reading of the cases in which 
the Supreme Court has viewed the power 
there granted most expansively. 

(In the second report we consider the pos
sible problems raised by recent Supreme 
Court cases applying the privilege against 
self-incrimination in registration and licens
ing situations closely analagous to the pro
posals now before Congress. 

(We do not consider at all the issue of the 
Second Amendment to the Constitution. That 
matter will be dealt with in a separate LRS 
report.) 
THE CONSTITUTIONAL BASIS FOR FEDERAL REGIS

TRATION OF FIREARMS 

Several bills introduced recently in the 
90th Congress provide for a system of regis
tration of all firearms, either with the Fed
eral Government or with each State which 
enacts a. similar bill meeting minimum 
standards. See, S. 3604, S. 3634, and S. 3637. 
The purpose of this paper is to develop a 
theory under which the constitutionality of 
federal registration could be sustained. 

Two preliminary things should be said. We 
do not here consider the power of a legislative 
body to set up a registration system in the 
context of requiring registration per se. That 
is, reference to the acknowledged right of the 
States, under their police power, to require 
registration of automobiles or to require li
censing of dogs or hunters or any number of 
other things is constitutionally irrelevant 
here because the States have jurisdiction 
over the person or the subject to be regis
tered; the question here is whether the Fed
eral Government has a like jurisdiction over 
the person, subject, or transaction. 

Neither do we consider the possible limi
tations of the Second Amendment to the 
Constitution. Whether one interprets that 
Amendment as protecting only the right of 
the States to maintain and equip a militia 
or as protecting the right of individuals to 
bear arms is another question. See, United 
States v. Miller, 307 U.S. 174 (1939). Neither 
does it seem to be profitable here to consider 
whether or not a registration system would 
infringe the Amendment if it were inter
preted by the latter view. 

It should also be noted that a registration 
system could be based on the taxing power of 

Congress, if Congress, for example, should 
enact an excise tax of, say, one dollar on each 
transfer of a firearm; registration could there
fore be based on the necessity of such a sys
tem as a means of enforcing the tax. But 
none of the pending bills adopt this ap
proach. 

Thus, it would appear that the constitu
tionality of a registration system must be 
grounded on the power vested in Congress 
"[t)o regulate commerce ... among the sev
eral States, ... " Article I, § 8, cl. 3. In out
line, the argument would be to this effect: 
The National Firearms Act of 1934, 26 U.S.C. 
§§ 5801-62, based on the taxing power, and 
the Federal Firearms Act of 1937, 15 U.S.C. 
§§ 901-909, based on the Commerce Power, 
represent congressional attempts to restrict 
the availability of firearms to undesirables 
and some firearms to anyone. In Title IV of 
the recently passed Crime Bill, Congress has 
gone further and regulated the types of per
missible dealings in handguns in interstate 
commerce; it may well expand on this provi
sion, if it is signed into law, or it may enact 
a more expansive piece of legislation regulat
ing the permissible dealings in all firearms 
and ammunition in interstate commerce. As 
a concomitant to this regulation, Congress 
has the power to require that all guns which 
are sold or which pass in interstate commerce 
be registered by those persons who come into 
possession of them. But the commerce power 
goes beyond reaching only that which moves 
or has moved in interstate commerce; if a 
transaction affects interstate commerce or if a 
purely local transaction would make ineffec
tive or more difficult a congressional regula
tion of interstate commerce if the local trans
action were left unregulated, then Congress 
has power to require every owner or possessor 
of a firearm to register it no matter where he 
is located and no matter that neither he nor 
the firearm has ever moved in interstate 
commerce. 

The power of Congress to enact regulatory 
laws stems almost entirely from the Gom
merce Clause. The Clause received a broad, 
expansive reading from Chief Justice Mar
shall in the first case considering it, Gibbons 
v. Ogden, 9 Wheat. (22 U.S.) 1 (1824), and 
though the fact of economic and social inter
dependence has caused the exercise of the 
congressional power to expand into many new 
areas the theoretical basis has not been much 
expanded. That case lays down the following 
propositions about the meaning of the grant 
of power. 

( 1) The word "commerce" is not restricted 
"to traffic, to buying and selling, or the inter
change of commodities." Rather, commerce is 
"intercourse." The word "describes the cOin
mercial intercourse between nations, and 
parts of nations, in all its branches." Supra, 
189-90. 

(2) The "commerce" which is compre
hended is that which is "among" the several 
States. "Commerce among the states cannot 
stop at the external boundary line of each 
state, but may be introduced into the in
terior." "It may very properly be restricted to 
that commerce which concerns more states 
than one ... The genius and character of 
the whole government seem to be that its 
action is to be applied to all the ... internal 
concerns [of the nation] which affect the 
states generally; but not to those which are 
completely within a particular state, which 
do not affect other states, and with which 
it is not necessary to interfere, for the pur
pose of executing some of the general powers 
of the government." Supra, 194-95. 

(3) The power over such "commerce" is the 
power to "regulate," which is to say the power 
"to prescribe the rule by which commerce 
is to be governed. This power . . . is com
plete in itself, may be exercised to its utmost 
extent, and acknowledges no limitations, 
other than are prescribed in the constitution 
• • . If, as has always been unders,tood, the 
sovereignty of Congress ... is plenary as to 
those objects [specified in the CosstttutionJ, 
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the power over commerce . . . is vested in 
Congress as absolutely as it would be in a 
single government, having in its constitution 
the same restrictions on the exercise of the 
power as are found in the constitution of the 
United States." Supra, 196-97. 

How may these stated principles be ap
plied, then, to the question of firearm reg
istration? 

It will be noted that Marshall referred to 
"commerce" as "commercial intercourse". 
From this, it might be argued that for a 
transaction to be brought within the con
gressional power there would at some point 
have to be involved a commercial element of 
trade or exchange of goods or services for 
profit and therefore that there are transac
tions in firearms which do not involve a 
commercial aspect or that some firearms are 
in some people's possession as a result of 
transactions in the past which were not then 
subject to regulation. Whatever other ans
wers might be made to these contentions, it 
seems clear that all forms of interstate trans
portation come within the Commerce Clause, 
regardless of whether or not the transporta
tion has any business or commercial basis; 
furthermore, once there is movement across 
a state line, the movement itself, the instru
mentalities by which it is effected, the trans
actions which gave rise to it, and those en
gaged in both the movement and the trans
action are subject to the commerce power. 
"Not only, then may transactions be com
merce though non-commercial; they may 
be commerce though 1llegal and sporadic, and 
though they do not utmze common carriers 
or concern the ti.ow of any thing more tan
glible than electrons and information." 
United States v. Southeastern Underwriters 
Ass'n., 822 U.S. 533, 549-50 (1944) (business 
of insurance is commerce); cf., Edwards v. 
California, 314 U.S. 160, 172 (1941) (people 
migrating from State to State within com
merce Clause); Associated, Press v. N.L.RB., 
301 U.S. 013, 129 (1937) (dissemination of 
news not for the profit of the dlsseminator 
ls commerce); United States v. Simpson, 2'52 
U.S. 465 (1920) (carrying five quarts of 
whiskey across state line for personal con
sumption ls commerce); Caminetti v. United 
States, 242 U.S. 470 (1917) (transportation of 
female across state line for immoral though 
noncommercial purpose is commerce) ; Cleve
land v. United States, 829 U.S. 14 (1946) 
(transportation of plural wives across state 
lines by Mormons ls commerce). Nor is the 
crossing of state lines required in every in
stance, as is noted below. 

One might also argue that the purpose 
of Congress In enacting a firearms registra
tion act ls not to regulate commerce in any 
meaningful sense of what might be thought 
of that phrase; the purpose ls not to regulate 
the rates or prices or terms of sale or ex
change of something or even to prescribe 
rules for carrying on commercial and non
commercial trade. The purpose is to keep 
firearms from certain people and to require 
everyone who may acquire a gun to acknowl
edge to the United States Government his 
acquisition. 

Again, It may be said that the power grant
ed reaches beyond commercial commerce. In
deed, It has been exercised to effectuate a 
number of policies based on considerations of 
morality or of ~he desire to protect citizens 
from harm-an exercise whiClh would be a 
police power if performed by a State. "Con
gress can certainly regulate interstate com
merce to the extent of forbidding and pun
ishing the use of such commerce as an agency 
to promote immorality, dishonesty, or the 
spread of any evil or harm to the people of 
other states from the state of origin. In doing 
this, it is merely exercising the police power, 
for the benefit of the public, within the field 
of interstate commerce." Brooks v. Unitea 
States, 281 U.S. 432, 436-37 (1925) (prohibi
tion of interstate transportation of stolen 
autos); cf., Hoke v. Unitea States, 227 U.S. 
308 (1913) (transportation of women for 1m-

moral purposes); Champion v. Ames, 188 
U.S. 321 (1903) (transportation of lottery 
tickets); Reid v. Colorado, 187 U.S. 137 (1902) 
(diseased livestock). But the exercise of the 
power does not depend on the desire to pro
hibit or regulate the shipment of harmful 
items; it also extends to prohibiting or reg
ulating the shipment Of particular items in 
commerce to accomplish a desirable object at 
its origin, as in the prohibition of most child 
labor, United States v. Darby, 312 U.S. 100 
( 1941) , or to relieve or ameliorate an unde
sirable social condition done to or by inter
state travelers or with goods which were 
transported interstate or In such a situation 
that commerce would somehow be affected by 
continuation of the condition. Cf., Heart of 
Atlanta Motel v. United States, 379 U.S. 241 
(1964); Katzenbach v. Mcclung, 379 U.S. 294 
(1964) (prohibiting racial discrimination in 
public accommodations); NL.R.B. v. Jones & 
Laughlin Steel Corp., 301 U.S. 1 (1937) (pre
scribing rules for labor management rela
tions); Mulfcrrct v. Smith, 307 U.S. 38 (1939) 
(maintaining stable and equitable prices of 
agricultural products and therefore guaran
teeing stable and equitable income for farm
ers); Southern R. Co. v. United States, 222 
U.S. 20 (1911) (prescribing railroad safety 
regulations for both interstate and Intrastate 
trains). 

It ma.y be saicl then that If Congress has 
Jwrisdiction because of interstate movement 
or Of commerce which affeots mo.re than one 
State or of transactions which have an effect 
on Interstate commerce or of a generally 
looal tr:ansaction whdch it ls necessary to 
reach tn effectuate the regulation of the 
commerce which is interstate (all these fac
tors are dliscussed below) , tihen Congress has 
the power under the Interpretation of "reg
ulate" in the Commerce Clause, c;omblned 
with the Necessary and Proper Clause, Ar
ticle I, § 8, cl. 18, to make all rules covering 
such transactions o.r objects. We must tuirn, 
now, to the question whether Congress would 
have the requisite jurisdiction to reach the 
transf·er and possession Of firearms and this 
examination requires an expositlc.n of the 
interpretation of the Commerce Clause as it 
affects both interstate and intrastate com
merce. 

There was a period In our judic:ial history, 
roughly spanning the years immed!ately after 
the Civil War and coming down to the New 
Deal days, with the period after 1900 being 
mixed, when the Oourt read the commerce 
power narrowly, finding, for example, that 
manufacturing, even though the products 
made are intended to be subject to oommer
cial transactions in the future, ls not com
merce and is not reachable under the Oom
merce Clause. United States v. E. C. Knight 
Co., 156 U.S. 1 {1895); and see, Carter v. Car
ter Coal Co., 298 U.S. 238 (1936). Only com
merce which moved across state boundaries 
was subject to federal regulation. Passenger 
Oases, 7 How. (48 U.S.) 2·83 (1849); License 
Oases, 5 How. (46 U.S.) 504 (1847); Veazje v. 
Moor, 14 How. (55 U.S.) 568 {1852); Oliver 
Iron Co. v. Lord, 262 U.S. 172 (1923). But this 
is no Longer the conception of the reach of 
the ooa:nmerce power. 

The change--or it may be said the rever
sion to the Marshall conception-may have 
begun in Swift & Co. v. United States, 196 
U.S. 375 (1905), in which the Court held 
that the buying and sel11ng of livestock in 
a stockyard, with the intention that eventu
ally some of the cattle or the carcasses of the 
cattle would be shipped interstate, were part 
of an integrated commercial whole involv
ing some interstate movement and were sub
ject to the reach of the commercial power. 
The same rationale was applied in Stafford, v. 
Wallace, 258 U.S. 495 (1922), involving the 
regulation of commission men and livestock 
dealers in stockyards, and in Chicago Board, 
of Trade v. Olsen, 262 U.S. 1 (1923), involv
ing the regulation of transactions on grain 
exchanges. The transactions concerned con
stituted one element In a "current of com-

merce" which at some point moved in 
commerce. 

The landmark case is N.L.R.B. v. Jones & 
Laughlin Steel Corp., 301U.S.1 (1937), which 
overruled the doctrine that manufaeturing 
was not commerce. The case concerned the 
constitutionaUty of the National Labor Re
lations Act which regulated labor-manage
ment relations in concerns engaged in pro
duction and manufacture as well as those 
engaged in transporting items in interstate 
commerce. Upholding the coverage of pro
duction and manufacturing, the Court 
pointed out that the companies involved 
had organized themselves on a national scale 
and they had an effect on interstate com
merce. "The close and intimate effect which 
brings the subject within the reach of fed
eral power may be due to activities in rela
tion to productive Industry although the in
dustry when separately viewed is local." 
Supra, 38. Cf., Sunshine Anthracite Coal Co. 
v. Adkins, 310 U.S. 381 (1940) (mining is 
commerce); Mulford, v. Smith, 307 U.S. 88 
(1939) (agricultural production is com
merce). 

Thus, large, national industries, both pro
ductive and extractive, have the requisite 
effect on commerce, both because their prod
ucts will eventually move in interstate com
merce and because the process of production 
and extraction Itself affects commerce in 
that investment and money spent for labor 
and materials and the like radiate outward 
and are felt beyond the locale of the enter
prise. But what about "small" CO·ncerns or 
"minor" transactions whose radiations out
ward are so minute as to be non-detectable? 
Does this insignificant individual effect re
move them from coverage? 

The answer is clearly In the negative. In 
N.L.R.B. v. Fainblatt, 306 U.S. 601 (1939), the 
Court stated expressly that the operation of 
the Commerce Clause does not depend on 
any particular volume of commerce affected. 
"Commerce may be affected in the same man
ner and to the same extent in proportion to 
its volume, whether it be great or small." 
supra, 607. The cases relating to the applica
tion of the Fair Labor Standards Act demon
strate this clearly. The 1938 Act applied to 
employees "engaged in commerce or in the 
production of goods for commerce." Em
ployees held to be covered included employees 
engaged in the maintenance and operation 
of a building in which goods for Interstate 
commerce were produced, Kirschbaum v. 
Walling, 316 U.S. 517 (1942), employees of a 
window-cleaning company the greater part 
of whose work was done on the windows of 
people engaged in interstate commerce, Mar
tino v. Michigan Window Cleaning Co., 327 
U.S. 173 ( 1946) , employees putting in stand
by time in the a uxlliary firefighting service 
of an employer engaged in interstate com
merce Armour & Co. v. Wantock, 323 U.S. 
126 (1944), and the employees of a local news
paper publishing about 11,000 copies, one
half of one percent of which circulated out 
of State. Mabee v. White Plains Pub. Co., 827 
U.S. 178 (1946). 

In 1961, Congress amended the Fair Labor 
Standards Act to provide that coverage ex
tended not only to employees individually 
connected to interstate commerce but to all 
employees of any enterprise engaged in com
merce or production for commerce, so that 
employees who themselves had no connection 
with the production of goods for commerce 
would be covered by the Act if any of their 
fellow employees engaged in commerce or the 
production of goods for commerce. This ex
tension was very recently upheld. Maryland v. 
Wirtz,-U.S.-(June 10, 1968). congress may 
reach, it was held, not only employees pro
ducing f.or commerce but all employees of a 
concern the production of which affected 
commerce, since the competitive positions of 
a company is affected, among other things, 
by Its labor costs, the labor costs of all its 
employees not just those who have contact 
with the goods in question. 
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Thus, the power of Congress under the 

Commerce Clause "includes the power to reg
ulate the local incidents thereof, including 
local activities in both the States of origin 
and destination, which might have a sub
stantial and harmful effect upon that com
merce." Heart of Atlanta Motel v. United 
States, 379 U.S. 241, 258 (1964). "The power 
of Congress over interstate commerce is not 
confined to the regulation of commerce 
among the states. It extends to those activi
ties intrastate which so affect interstate com
merce or the exercise of the power of Con
gress over it as to make regulation of them 
appropriate means to the attainment of a 
legitimate end, the exercise of the granted 
power of Congress to regulate interstate com
merce." United States v. D.arby, 312 U.S. 100 
118 (1941). ' 

This ancillary power under the Commerce 
Clause--to reach local activities affecting 
commerce or Which must be regulated to 
best effectuate the regulations of strictly 
interstate activities-is illustrated by the 
Shreveport doctrine. Houston & Texas Ry. v. 
United States, 234 U.S. 342 (1914). The prob
lem arose out of the regulation by the Inter
state Commerce Commission of rates charged 
by interstate railroads. The I.C.C. had pre
scribed rates for a railroad operating out of 
Shreveport, Louisiana, into Texas to Dallas 
and Houston. There was, however, a railroad 
operating wholly intrastate between Dallas 
and Houston which competed with the 
Shreveport railroad for the trade of a com
mon territory; the interstate rates from 
Shreveport to the intervening Texas cities 
were substantially higher than the intrastate 
rates from Dallas and Houston to the same 
cities, thus placing the interstate traffic 
from Shreveport at a severe competitive dis
advantage. The I.C.C. therefore ordered that 
the intrastate rates from Dallas and Houston 
be equalized with the interstate rates. 

The Court upheld the I.C.C. order. "When
ever the interstate and intrastate transac
tions of carriers are so related that the gov
ernment of the one involves the control of 
the other, it is Congress, and not the State, 
that is entitled to prescribe the final and 
dominant rule, for otherwise Congress would 
be denied the exercise Of its constitutional 
authority and the State and not the Nation, 
would be supreme within the national field." 
Supra, 351-52. 

Thus, the reach Of the commerce power 
includes the regulation of intrastate trans
actions that have become so interwoven with 
interstate commerce that their regulation 
may be deemed necessary or proper for the 
effective control of interstate commerce. Cf., 
Wisconsin R. Commission v. Chicago B. & Q. 
R. Co., 257 U.S. 563 (1922) (I.C.C. may re
quire the raising Of intrastate rates so low 
that they disoriminate against interstate 
commerce); Southern R. Co. v. United States, 
222 U.S. 20 (1911) (Congress has power to 
require equipment used in intrastete rail 
traffic to be provided with the same safety 
devices as those required in interstate traf
fic) . Perhaps the most extensive applica
tion of the Shreveport doctrine is found in 
United States v. Wrightwood Dairy Co., 315 
U.S. 110 (1942), and in Wickard v. Filburn, 
317 U.S. 111 (1942). In the former case, the 
Court upheld the constitutionality of fed
eral regulation of the price of milk pro
duced and sold entirely within the confines 
of one State, while in the latter it sustained 
the application of a wheat quota. allotment to 
the crop of a farmer who intentionally and 
in fact did not produce any of it for com
merce but solely for consumption on his own 
farm. 

In Wrightwood, the Court noted that the 
intrastate milk was sold in competition with 
milk transported from outside the State and 
"the marketing of a local product in com
petition with that of a like commodity mov
ing interstate may so interfere with inter
state commerce or its regulation as to afford 
a basis for Congressional regulation of the 

intrastate activity." Supra, 315 U.S., at 120. 
In Wickard, the Court posited the assump
tion that home-consumed wheat still has an 
effect upon the price and market conditions 
for wheat. "This may arise because being in 
marketable condition such wheat overhangs 
the market and if induced by rising prices 
tends to ft.ow into the market and check price 
increases. But if we assume that it is never 
marketed, it supplies a need of the man who 
grew it which would otherwise be refiected 
by purchases ln the open market. Home
grown wheat in this sense competes with 
wheat in commerce." Supra, 317 U.S., at 128. 
Cf., United States v. Ohio, 385 U.S. 9 (1966) 
(wheat grown on prison farm and destined 
wholly for consumption on the premises sub
ject to federal acreage quota); NL.R.B. v. 
Reliance Fuel Oil Co., 371 U.S. 224 (1963) 
(retail distributor of fuel oil, all Of whose 
sales were local, but who obtained the oil 
from a wholesaler who imported it from an
other State subject to N.L.R.B . . jurisdic
tion). 

Thus, the commerce power "is an affirma
tive power oommensurate with the national 
needs ... [We) reiterate the weH-settled 
principle that Congress ma.y impose relevant 
conditions and requirements on those who 
use the channels of interstate commerce in 
order that those channels will not beoome 
the means of promoting or spreading evil, 
whether of a physical, moral or economlc 
nature ...• This power permits Congress to 
a.tta.ck a.n evil directly at its source, pro
vided that the evil bears a substantia.l rela
tionship to interstate commerce." North 
American Co. v. S.E.C., 327 U.S. 686, 705 
(1946). Apparently, the relationship with 
commerce need not be too substan.:tlaJ., as is 
illustrated in Katzenbach v. Mcclung, 379 
U.S. 294 (1964), in W'hioh the Oourt sus
tained the oonstitutionaJ.ity of the 1964 pub
lic accommodations law as a.pplied to a bar
becue shop which had not, on the record, 
refused to serve or had served any interstate 
traveler but whioh had in the twelve months 
preceding passage of the law purchased lo
cally approximately $150,000 worth Of food, 
$69,683 Of Which was mea.t bought from a 
IooaJ. supplier who had procured it from out
side the State. For its application the Court 
could point to the implicit congressional 
finding that refusals of service to Negroes 
imposed burdens both upon the interstate 
fiow Of food and upon the movement of prod
ucts generally. "Of course, the mere fact 
that Congress has said when particular ac
tivity shall be deemed to affect commerce 
does not preclude further examination by 
this Court. But whel'e we find that the legis
lators, in light of the facts a.nd testimony 
before them, have a rational basis for find
ing a chosen regulatory scheme necessary to 
the protection of commerce, our inv,estiga
tion 1s at an end." Supra, 303-304. 

How, then, do we apply these principles to 
federal registration of firea.rms? 

First, it would appear tha.t adequate 
grounds exist for federal regula.tdon of mail 
order transactions in guns and other trans
actions whioh involve transportation ~ 
state lines. The power to regulate commerce 
goes this far at a minimum. 

Second, the transactions · in guns would 
seem to have a substantial effect on com
merce. It is estimated that there are more 
than 100,000,000 firearms in private hands in 
this country, that more than 54 m1llion 
American families have firearms in the home. 
More than 1,000,000 weapons a year are im
ported into the United States. Tens of thou
sands of firearms would normally be 
bought and sold in the United States this 
year. 

Third, commerce ls not only affected by 
the buying and selling of firearms. It is also 
affected by their use. In 1964, there were 
5,090 homicides committed by firearms, 55 
percent of the total homicides; in 1965, there 
were 5,634 firearm homicides, 57 percent of 
the total homicides; in 1966, 6,552 firearm 

homicides, 60 percent of the total. In 1966, 
57 police officers were k1lled in the line of 
duty, 55 of them with firearms. There were 
43,500 aggrevated assaults with firearms in 
1966 and 59,300 armed robberies. In addition, 
there is a toll of accidental and suicidal 
deaths by firearms.* 

Whatever else we may say about this 
record, there is economic loss of an undeter
minable sum, in loss of earnings and loss of 
support and productive capacity, in medical 
and funeral expenses, and many other costs. 
The economic impact of deaths, injuries, 
and thefts in which firearms were the in
struments of commission is comparable to 
the economic costs attributable to racial 
discrimination against Negroes in the utili
zation of public accommodations and cer
tainly at least as substantial as that at
tributable to growing one's own wheat for 
personal consumption. 

Therefore, the argument could be phrased 
as follows: The Federal Government has 
power to regulate the sale and traru;portatlon 
of fireanns ln and affecting interstaite com
merce, as provided in the two firearms acts 
on the books, in Title IV of the ertme Bill 
and in various proposals to extend the T1tl~ 
IV approach to long-guns. It would be only a 
modest eJDtension of th1s regulation and well 
within the case law to require purchasers of 
firearms which have moved in interstate 
commerce or whose sales have affected com
merce to register them, both as a concomi
tant Of the power to regulate the commerce 
in firearms itself and as an independent re
quirement. But such a registration would not 
be fully effective, in fact, could be self
defeating and ineffectual, 1! at the same time 
guns which had never moved in commerce or 
which have not been subject to sales which 
affected commerce were not registered and if 
persons possessing firearms given or donated 
to them owt of the stream of commerce were 
not similarly required to register them. 

Because, that ls, the registration of all fire
arms is necessary to bes·t effectuate the in
terstate commerce regulation of firea.nns and 
because the presence of so many firearms in 
private hands has such a potential and an 
actual effeot on conunerce, a federal registra
tion system could be grounded on the Com
merce Clause. 

This, we believe, represents the strongest 
statement of support for the constitutional
ity of a federal registration system. What 
about an evaluation of the argument? 

First, let lt be said that the analysis of 
the cases and the precedents and the conclu
sions are, it is believed, soundly based. The 
soundness of the argument, if it be sound, 
must be assessed on the application of the 
precedents to the line of reasoning. Too, 1! 
Congress should determine that the Com
merce Clause applies, it would appear that 
unless any rational foundation for such a 
conclusion caJ:?-not be found, the Supreme 
Court would sustain the exercise in defer-

. ence to the legislative branch. See, the quote 
from Katzenbach v. Mcclung, 379 U.S. 294, 
303-304 (1964), supra, at p. 15 of this report. 

Second, assuming congressional power to 
regulate sales in commerce or affecting com
merce of firearms, is a registration system 
necessary, at any degree of necessity, to sup
plement the exercise of the regulation? That 
is, is registration connected in a rational 
manner to such a system of regulation? 

* Sources for these statistitcs are: Presi
dent's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
Administration of Justice; The Challenge of 
Crime in a Free Society: A Report (Wash
ington, 1967), pp. 239-43; S. Rept. No. 1097, 
90th Cong., 2nd Sess. pp. 76-78, 195-96, 206, 
250-52; Congressional Record (Daily ed.), 
June 12, 1968, pp. 87074-76 (remarks of Sen
ator Tydings); Congressional Record (Daily 
ed.), June 10, 1968, p. H4723 (letter from 
Attorney General Clark). 
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Third, leaving aside the question of a ra
tional relationship with regulation of com
merce, does the fact that the use of firearms 
results in economic losses and costs which 
have some ascertainable effeot on commerce, 
1! that is true, give the Federal Government 
power to require registration solely because 
of this factor and not as a concomitant to 
another form of regulation? 

It may be presumed that different persons 
will answer these questions differently. Upon 
a consensus of answers will depend any con
clusions about whether the argument is sup
portable. We can only say that the precedents 
do not necessarily compel either an affirma
tive or negative answer, although it appears 
that the expansive reading given the Com
merce Clause by the Court would create 
something of a rebuttable presumption in 
the affirmative. 
THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE PRIVILEGE AGAINST 

SELF-INCRIMINATION TO FEDERAL FmEARMS 

REGISTRATION 

The purpose of this report is to assess the 
interrelationship of the proposals for national 
registration of firearms, as noted in the pre
vious report, and the privilege against self
incrimination which is protected against in
fringement by the Federal Government by 
the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution 
and which is one of the rights protected 
against infringement by the States by the 
Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amend
ment.1 

Any interrelationship which exists or which 
would exist arises from the assumption that 
requiring everyone in possession of a firearm 
to obtain a license either from the Secretary 
of the Treasury or from a state official if there 
is a state requirement meeting the stand
ards of a federal statute would cause some 
people to reveal by the act of registering or 
in the information furnished in the course 
of registering the fact that they are in vio
lation of a federal or state law. Any federal 
law would, 'however, penalize the failure to 
register. 

The constitutional problem here is mus
trated by Haynes v. United States, 390 U.S. 
85 (1968). Cf., Marchetti v. United States, 
390 U.S. 39 (1968); Grosso v. United States, 
390 U.S. 62 (1968). Haynes had been con
victed for violation of 26 11.s.c. § 5851, which 
made it unlawful for any person to possess 
any specified firearm which had not been 
registered as required by 26 U.S.C. § 5841. 
The latter statute requires any person pos
sessing a specified firearm to register it with 
the Secretary of the Treasury, unless he 
acquired it through transfer or importation 
pursuant to a Treasury license or made it 
pursuant to a Treasury license. The statute, 
in all but a minute number of situations, 
was thus directed only to those persons who 
had obtained possession of such a fl.rearm 
without complying with other statutory re
quirements, who, in other words, had il
legally come into possession of such a fire
arm. It was, of course, a violation of federal 
law, punishable by fine and imprisonment, 
to have acquired illegally the specified :fire
arm and to have registered it would have 

1 The Fifth Amendment provides, inter 
aZia: "No person ... shall be compelled in 
any criminal case to be a witness against 
himself .... " The Fourteenth Amendment 
provides, inter alia: "No State shall ... de
prive any person of life, liberty, or property 
without due process of law; ... " The case 
holding "due process" to encompass the 
privilege against self-incrimination is Malloy 
v. Hogan, 378 U.S. 1 (1964). 

been to admit an 1llegal act and subject 
Haynes to federal prosecution.2 

The Court found the obligation to register 
in such a situation to be an infringement 
of the privilege against self-incrimination for 
any person who would have revealed a basis 
for prosecution, either by the Federal Gov
ernment or by a State. The statute was not 
declared void on its face, however, since it 
was possible to conceive of situations in 
which registration might not be incriminat
ing. The Court rather held that when any 
person failed to register under the statute 
and he was prosecuted for failing to register. 
he could defeat the prosecution and obtain 
dismissal of the charge by a timely pleading 
that he had not registered because he would 
thereby have incriminated himself. 

Without assessing the possible forms of in
crimination which federal registration could 
bring about, we can generally say that fed
eral :firearms laws on the books now make 
some things illegal, the recently passed Omni
bus Crime Bill (H.R. 5037) will, if signed, 
create new offenses, and proposed legislation 
would add still more, especially in the area 
of interstate shipment. Additionally, there 
are state laws which may penalize the posses
sion of some types of guns or which create 
other offenses. With regard to both federal 
and state laws, the privilege against self-in
crimination is applicable to either federal 
or state registration requirements. See, 
Haynes v. United States, supra, 96-97, n. 11, 
99, n. 13; Malloy v. Waterfront Commission, 
378 U.S. 52 (1964). 

There are three possible ways that Con
gress, in enacting a registration statute, could 
deal with the Haynes problem. The first is to 
make no provision for it, to require every
one to register every :firearm in his possession. 
If someone then has come illegally into the 
possession of a fl.rearm or has a firearm which 
it is illegal for him to have, he will most likely 
not register it. If he is then found out and 
prosecuted, he can raise the privilege against 
self-incrimination and defeat the prosecu
tion. But he would still be liable for prosecu
tion for the violation or the commission of 
the offense which was the reason he did not 
register, so that either the Federal Govern
ment or a State would be able to indict and 
try him. There are situations, of course, in 
which a prosecution may not use evidence 
or knowledge of an offense gained through a 
violation of the defendant's constitutional 
rights, but it seems unlikely that this prin
ciple would come into play with regard to the 
discovery of the commission of the two sepa
rate offenses-failure to register and the 
other 1llegal act-if it would not have been 
present in the event of the discovery of the 
separate event alone. 

Thus, if a registration statute made no 
provision for the Haynes problem, it would 
probably be the case that no attempt would 
be made to prosecute an offender for a failure 
to register if he would have a valid self
incrimination claim, but rather he would be 
prosecuted for commission of the other 
offense. 

The second possible way to treat the 
Haynes problem is that adopted by the Tyd
ings bill, S. 3634. The b111 requires the regis
tration of all fl.rearms in the United States 
and the registration of every transfer of a 
firearm in the United States, except that 
through the definitioll8 it appears that only 
an owner who has "lawful title" to a firearm 

2 The firearms involved in Haynes, as set 
out in the National Firearms Act, (26 U.S.C. 
5801-62) are shotguns with barrels less than 
18 inches long, rifles with barrels less than 
16 inches long, other weapons made from a 
rifle or shotgun with an overall length of less 
than 26 inches, machine guns and other au
tomatic firearms, muffiers and silencers,, and 
other firearms, except pistols and revolvers, 
if such weapon is capable of being concealed 
on the person. 

has to register it and only those transfers 
which "cause the lawful title or rightful 
possession of a fl.rearm to vest in another" 
have to be registered. S. 3634, §§ 201 (11), 
(12), 302, 303. Thus, anyone who would by 
registering have to reveal posses.sion of a 
stolen gun or a fl.rearm obtained through 
unlawful channels would apparently not be 
obliged to register the gun or the transfer. 
Again, like the first alternative, such a per
son would remain subject to indictment and 
prosecution for the specific offense which 
registration might have revealed-larceny, 
receipt of stolen property, or the like. 

The third possibility is to require every 
person to register any :firearm in his posses
sion but to provide specifically that any in
formation concerning the commission of an 
illegal act revealed by the registration not 
be admissible against that person in any 
subsequent prosecution. Congress may re
strict the assertion of the privilege against 
self-incrimination if it extends other pro
tection which "is so broad as to have the 
same extent in scope and effect" as the pri
vilege itself. Counselman v. Hitchcock, 142 
U.S. 547, 585 (1892). Thus, Congress can grant 
immunity from prosecution and then com
pel a person to testify as to that offense, the 
immunity being in effect in both federal 
and state courts. Adams v. Maryland, 347 
U.S. 179 (1954). But it would appear that a 
complete immunity from prosecution for any 
offense revealed. by registration would not be 
necessary, and perhaps not desirable. An 
effective restriction on the use by the pro
secution of information gained from the per
son registering might be considered. This 
would provide that if the prosecution ob
tained the same information elsewhere and 
if it did not obtain a lead to this independent 
source from the registration, it could use 
the information against the defendant at 
trial. Murphy v. Waterfront Commission, 378 
U.S. 52, 79, n. 18 (1964); cf., Marchetti v. 
United States, 390 U.S. 39, 58-60, (1968). 

The foregoing discussion is in brief outline 
an explanation of the self-incrimination 
problem raised by proposals for federal re
gistration of firearms and of possible ap
proaches to meeting the problem of legis
lation. It does not appear that the problem 
raises any insurmountable barrier to a reg
istration system, but rather it seems that 
it imposes on Congress the requirement to 
choose among competing principles in what 
is essentially a policy choice. 

GOVERNOR ROCKEFELLER'S PRO
POSAL TO END VIETNAM WAR 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the quest 
for political attainment has apparently 
caused a nwnber of highly placed 
Americans to search for favor among the 
voters by altering their stance on the 
very vital issue facing this Nation and 
the world in Vietnam. Not the least of 
these switches has lately been under
taken by the Governor of New York, 
whose newly-advertised proposal for 
ending the war in Vietnam abandons, as 
William S. White wrote in the Washing
ton Post on Wednesday, anything re
sembling a pragmatic posture. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
Mr. White's column, entitled "Rocke
feller's Vietnam Policy Seen Leading to 
New Dunkirk," be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ROCK'EFELLER'S VIETNAM POLICY SEEN 
LEADING TO NEW DUNKmK 

(By William. S. White) 
Just as his approach to a presidential 

nomination had been first a no and then a 
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maybe and then a yes, so Nelson Rocke
feller's view of firm American military as
sistance to the Communist invasion of South 
Vietnam was progressively moved from a yes 
to a maybe to what is now in fact a no. 

In the Governor's widely advertised "new 
peace plan" he says a last goodbye to the 
prudently hawkish position he once occu
pied. He now takes up a line which is clearly 
dovish and which in truth is not so different 
from that which long since sank the presi
dential aspirations of Gov. George Romney 
of Michigan. If this "new peace plan" is not 
right out of the Romney book, as Romney 
associates are with some justice complain
ing, then it is certainly not very far away. 

For what Rockefeller is proposing would 
amount to the beginning of the end of any 
effective American military stance in Viet
nam and to a one-sided withdrawal back 
to the old enclave dream-that is, the hud
dling up of our forces into progressively 
smaller and progressively more untenable 
garrisons. All this his old philosophy had 
rdghtly rejected; for this is the sure pre
scription for an eventual American Dunkirk 
in Asia. 

True enough, he gravely calls upon the 
Communist enemies to make disengagements 
parallel to our own. But the meat in this 
unhappy coconut is that when Hanoi con
temptuously refused, as Hanoi has so often 
done before, he would order an American re
treat to enclaves all the same. 

Moreover, he ls prepared to accept the 
Communist fifth-columnists in South Viet
nam called the Vietcong if they will prom
ise-as why not ?-to "abide by the demo
cratic processes" and to "renounce force." 
The trouble with this, of course, is that the 
whole name of the game in Vietnam, the 
whole purpose of the immense Allied sacri
fices there, has been the absolute necessity 
not to let this aggression go unpunished or 
be rewarded. 

The long and short of it is that Gov. 
Rockefeller has now abandoned anything re
sembllng a pragmatic posture in Vietnam. It 
ls not against the law to change one's mind. 
Nor can reasonable men fairly deny the Gov
ernor's necessity to differentiate himself, if 
he ls to have any chance a,.t all for the 
nomination, from the front-runner, Richard 
Nixon. Polltlcs is, after all, polltlcs, and the 
game ls always a rough one. 

Still, there ls inescapably a sense of re
gret and loss among many of Rockefeller's 
most powerful GOP backers that he has now 
adopted a position that could not possibly 
be accepted by a vast majority of the party's 
leaders, beginning with former President 
Eisenhower. If he is going to settle down in 
the end into the party's dove cote, among 
the Charles Percys and the Mark Hatfields 
and the George Romneys, then what price 
all of his own past sturdy resolutions? And 
what price all the ghastly sacrifices in Viet
nam? 

Why not have simply been a dove all 
along so that at any rate Nelson Rockefeller 
could have stood all along with those con
sistent softllners of the GOP, like Senators 
Hatfield and Percy and George Romney, too? 

Indeed, the story of Nelson Rockefeller in 
this campaign year has been one of rarely 
exampled zigging and zagging, in a non
candidacy that became so late a candidacy 
and in a hawkish foreign policy view that 
became so late a dovish one. Moreover, even 
if by some miracle he should be able to stop 
Nixon and become himself the nominee, he 
could only leave the Republican National 
Convention as a candidate in full and open 
flight from his own party's platform. 

That document is going to be wrttten un
der the direction of the Republican Senate 
leader, Everett Dirksen; it is going to give 
little comfort to dove hopes; and it is going 
to be written beyond recall before a single 
ballot is taken on the issue of the nomina
tion itself. 

NOMINATIONS TO THE 
SUPREME COURT 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, on pre
vious occasions on the floor of the Senate 
I have expressed my opposition to the re
cent Supreme Court nominations by the 
President. I speak at this time to reaf
firm my opposition and to clarify my rea
sons therefor. 

It is with regret that I oppose the 
nomination of Justice Fortas to the 
Chief Justiceship. Justice Fortas is a na
tive Tennessean who, some 30 years ago, 
came to Washington to work for the 
Government. I have no question con
cerning the legal capability of Justice 
Fortas, and as much as I would like to 
have a native Tennessean as Chief Jus
tice, there are, in my opinion, more im
portant considerations involved at this 
time. 

Those who favor the confirmation of 
the President's nominations are con
tending that if the nominees are quali
fied, the Senate should not reject them 
since to do so denies the President his 
constitutional right to make nomina
tions throughout his term of office. 
Without question, the President does 
have the legal right to make these nom
inations, and he has, in fact, exercised 
this right. It is now the duty of the Sen
ate to confirm or reject the nominations. 
If the Senate believes, for whatever rea
son, that it is not desirable that the ap
pointments be confirmed, then it has the 
constitutional responsibility to reject 
them. For the Senate to do otherwise 
would be an abdication of its constitu
tional responsibility to advise and con
sent, a responsibility that was intended 
to be real and not nominal. 

A substantial consideration with which 
we are confronted is the desirability of 
the President's nominations at this time 
and under the circumstances that exist 
in our country. The two nominations 
which the President has made would 
have the apparent effect of cementing 
the ideology of the present Supreme 
Court for some time to come. The Presi
dent would take this action in spite of 
the substantial lack of confidence in 
which the American people hold the Su
preme Court today. 

A recent survey has shown that ap
proximately three-fifths of the American 
people have an unfavorable attitude to
ward the Supreme Court. A mere 8 per
cent of the American people would give 
the Court an excellent rating. Certainly 
the Supreme Court does not and should 
not concern itself with popularity. Never
theless, the fact remains that there is an 
increasing lack of respect for any confi
dence in the High Court. 

In view of this substantial feeling ·on 
the part of the American people, it is my 
opinion that the present tradition of the 
Supreme Court should not be extended 
until after the American people have ex
pressed themselves in November. I take 
this position, not because the nomina
tions have been made by a President 
whom many would classify as a lame 
duck, but rather because: First, the lack 
of confidence and the disrespect do exist; 
second, the election of a President and 
of one-third of the Senate is imminent; 
and, third, the new President, whoever 

he is, and the 91st Senate will be closely 
attuned to the American people and wlll 
have a sounder grasp of that which is 
best for the country. 

I have heard, not once but many times, 
the frustrations of the American people 
over many of the decisions, policies, and 
philosophies of the present Supreme 
Court. These frustrations exist, in part 
at least, because the people do not vote 
for or against Supreme Court Justices as 
they do for the President and for Mem
bers of Congress. The only check the 
American people have on the Supreme 
Court is indirectly by the popular elec
tion of the President and the Senate. 

In my opinion, the judicial branch is 
not an isolated branch of Government. It 
is and must be responsive to the senti
ment of the people of the Nation. The 
response of the judicial branch is, prop
erly, a slower response, a less direct re
sponse and a response less affected by 
the undulations of popular political sen
timent. Nevertheless, the judicial branch 
is and must be responsive to the demo
cratic process of this Nation. 

For this reason, from the standpoint 
of desirability, we must let the appoint
ment of the next Chief Justice and one 
or more Associate Justices respond to 
the mandate of the people in November. 

Mr. President, there is yet one addi
tional reason why these nominations 
should not be confirmed. The circum
stances surrounding the nominations 
are, to say the least, extraordinary and 
without historical precedent. Several 
legalistic questions have been raised 
concerning the co::iditional resignation 
of the present Chief Justice and the con
ditional acceptance of the resignation 
by the President. Further, both nominees 
have been and are long-time political 
associates of the President. And our dis
tinguished majority leader [Mr. MANS
FIELD] has said that either the Senate 
can confirm the nomination of Justice 
Fortas or Chief Justice Warren will re
main as the leader of the Court. 

As the distinguished junior Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. GRIFFIN] has said: 

Such maneuvering at a time when the peo
ple are in the process of choosing a new gov
ernment is an affront to the electorate. It 
suggests a shocking lack of faith in our sys
tem and the people who make it work. 

It should surprise no one that such a politi
cal maneuver has been met head-on by a po
litical response from within the Senate. In
deed, it would signal a failure of our system 
if there were no reaction to such a blatant 
political move. 

The nature of the Supreme Court is 
such that it can never be wholly immune 
froni politics. The question of P-Olitical 
cronyism has often been raised over Su
preme Court appointments. This is a 
question which is essentially one of 
degree. 

In the instant situation, the two nomi
nations by the President and the unusual 
circumstances surrounding them are an 
extreme and flagrant example of mak
ing the Court a political football. The 
President's nominations can only add to 
the increasing lack of confidence in and 
disrespect for the High Court. This is one 
of many examples of excessive politicking 
by the President which undermines the 



22340 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 19, 1968 
institutions of government. While the 
Court cannot be entirely divorced from 
politics, it is a disservice to the country 
for the administration to inject politics 
forcefully and blrutantly into what should 
be an impartial institution. 

Finally, the frank and forthright dis
closures by Justice Fortas in the Senate 
Judiciary Committee hearings of his con
tinuing political ties with the President 
since assuming a seat on the Supreme 
Court indicate a clear breach of the 
fundamental separation of powers con
cept. Justice Fortas has candidly ad
mitted his involvement in Presidential 
councils involving the Vietnam war and 
civil disturbances at home. Participation 
such as this in the executive branch of 
Government is destructive of the doctrine 
of separrution of powers and, in addition, 
must inevitably impair a Justice's value 
to the Supreme Court. 

Mr. President, it is for these reasons 
that I oppose the confirmation of the 
nominations. 

HARDING, NOMINEE FOR OEO TOP 
POST, WINS WIDESPREAD ESTEEM 
AND SUPPORT 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, in the near 

future the Committee on Labor and Pub
lic Welfare and then, undoubtedly, the 
Senate itself will consider President 
Johnson's nomination of Bertrand Hard
ing to become Director of the Office of 
Economic Opportunity. 

All Senators are aware that OEO has 
been something of a battleground in the 
past and will probably be a battleground 
in the future; but OEO conducts a unique 
war-the war on poverty-that all of us 
want to see removed from battlegrounds. 

To win this war without battles will 
take a general who possesses not only ex
traordinary skills of tactics and strategy; 
it will also require the talents of an ex
ceptional diplomat and even the gifts of 
a spiritual leader. There are admirers of 
Mr. Harding, both in and out of the U.S. 
Congress, who believe that Mr. Harding 
does have these capabilities. 

In any event, Mr. Harding, now Acting 
Director of OEO, is widely esteemed for 
his experience, his administrative abili
ties, his sensitivity to problems of the 
poor and poverty, and his intellectual 
vigor. It is significant that the great 
majority of American newspapers that 
have commented editorially on Mr. 
Harding's nomination have commented 
favorably. 

Because I believe that Members of 
Congress will find them illuminating, I 
ask unanimous consent that an edito
rial, entitled "Takeover at OEO," pub
lished in the Baltimore Sun of July 19, 
and an article, entitled "Johnson Choice 
To Lead OEO Unlikely To Rouse Emo
tions as Shriver Did," published in the 
Wall Street Joumal of July 16, be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Baltimore (Md.) Sun, July 19, 

1968] 
TAKEOVER AT OEO 

Almost unnoticed, a quiet, unobtrusive 
career civil servant named Bertrand Harding 

has slipped into the niche until recently oc
cupied by the more colorful and more con
troversial Sargent Shriver. As the new di
rector of the Office of Economic Opportunity, 
Mr. Harding has many of the advantages 
Mr. Shriver did not have-and some of the 
disadvantages. 

His appointment could signal a greatly 
reduced mission for OEO, and that of course 
is something congressional conservatives 
have been howling for anyway. There is an
other theory at work too: that Mr. Harding, 
by lowering his sights somewhat, will be able 
to establish the OEO as a permanent part 
of the Washington bureaucracy (its future 
was always in doubt during the Shriver days) 
and thus make it a more, rather than less, 
effective instrument in the shaping of Fed
eral social-welfare programs. 

In the new dispensation OEO would lose 
some of its policy control and would enjoy 
an expanded role in the guiding and shaping 
of programs under the control of other agen
cies. Gone would be the extensive and highly 
criticized Head Start and Job Corps programs. 
This at least seems to be the view Mr. Harding 
takes of the matter. It would be safe to char
acterize him as a man more interested ln a 
limited success than ln a grand failure. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, July 16, 1968] 
JOHNSON CHOICE To LEAD OEO UNLIKELY To 

ROUSE EMOTIONS AS SHRIVER DID--HARDING, 
A CAREER CIVn. SERVANT, IsN'T EXPECTED To 
TAKE AGENCY INTO ANTIPOVERTY EXPERI-
MENTS 

(By Jonathan Spivak) 
WASHINGTON.-Bertrand Harding, Presi

dent Johnson's choice to head the Office of 
Economic Opportunity, will rouse neither the 
bitter controversy nor the enthusiastic sup
port surrounding his predecessor, Sargent 
Shriver. 

Mr. Harding, a career civll servant and 
currently acting director of the antipov
erty agency, is regarded in the Government 
as a keen and competent administrator. He 
avoids arguments, dislikes snap decisions 
and prides himself on rationally pursuing 
the orderly dictates of good public adminis
tration. In person and on the platform, he is 
quiet and unobtrusive. 

He is in many ways almost the antithesis 
of Mr. Shriver, currently ambassador to 
France. Though Mr. Harding shares his pred
ecessor's dedication to eliminating poverty 
in the U.S., he will operate quite differently. 

If the testimony of associates is accurate, 
Mr. Harding will take fewer risks than Mr. 
Shriver did. He won't plunge into politically 
risky areas without first calculating the 
consequences on Capitol Hill. He will be 
deeply dedicated to reforming OEO's inter
nal operations, a frequent source of puzzle
ment to the agency's own employees, as well 
as to the public. He will be less likely to let 
the OEO involve itself in such offbeat socio
logical ventures as the support of juvenile 
gangs, currently being investigated by Con
gress. 

TRArrS SEEN DESIRABLE 
To some at OEO, these traits are desirable 

because they see Congress' increasing res
tiveness about the agency as a sign to go 
slow. OEO's survival, they calcul8ite, could 
depend on a period of bland and bureaucratic 
activity, advancdng the cause of the poor but 
not displeasing the politicians. 

But to others, Mr. Harding's appointment 
denies their hope for an aggressive leader to 
rally OEO's supporters again. As they see it, 
Congress refuses to expand the agency's op
erations and increasingly seeks to limit ex
perimentation. This year's appropriation 
probably will be $300 milllon below the Presi
dent's budget request, and the President 
himself appears to have lost interest in the 
agency's work. 

"Harding like the rest of OEO, now is con
cerned with the agency getting along. i:r;i the 
EstabllShment," complains one OEO official. 

"The idea is 'we're all Feds together'; present 
a united front of the bureaucracy against 
the people out there," the official adds. 

AW ARE OF CRITICISM 
Mr. Harding, 49 years old, is aware of this 

kind of crl ticlsm from within the agency. 
And he also knows it would be nearly impos
sible to emulate Mr. Shriver's "swinging" 
style. 

But if his appointment ls confirmed by 
the Senate as expected and if he is retained 
by a new administration, he could accom
plish something that Mr. Shriver hasn't been 
able to do: Make the OEO a permanent part 
of the Federal landscape. 

Indeed, one of Mr. Harding's main objec
tives ls, in effect, to reconstitute the OEO as 
the Government's social research and devel
opment arm. To do this, he would gradually 
pull the agency out of its large-scale opera
tions, such as the Head Start and Job Corps 
programs. Th1s retrenchment may be inevi
table anyway. Key Congressmen are eager to 
transfer these endeavors to other agencies, 
such as Health, Education, and Welfare De
partment and Labor Department. 

OEO COULD KEEP CONTROL 
But Mr. Harding would like to engineer 

such a switch, rather than react to events. 
The agency then might be able to retain 
some overall policy and budget control, to 
keep the programs for the impoverished. 
Also, by shucking off the burdens of big Gov
errunent operations, the OEO might focus 
more on offering innovations for existing 
Federal welfare programs, which many claim 
is its overriding responsibility. 

Thus Mr .. Harding might help free the OEO 
from its growing bureaucracy, and endow 
the agency with more scope for experiment 
and risk-taking. 

He foresees an eventual thorough reshap
ing of the OEO. Instead of being divided into 
operating arms running the $1.8 bllllon-a
year program, the agency would be organized 
along functional lines. There might be sub
divisl:ons to deal with manpower, health, 
housing and the like, each engaged in signifi
cant, although perhaps small-scale, experi~ 
men ts. 

Such a future OEO might control a far 
smaller budget, perhaps only a few hundred 
million dollars, but its authority within the 
Federal Government wouldn't be dimin
ished-or at least so Mr. Harding hopes. The 
agency's strength would lie ln the com
petence of its staff and the willlngness of the 
White House to rely on its advice for reshap
ing the multibillion-dollar social-welfare ex
penditures of the other bureaucracies. 

CAN WE PREVENT A SECOND CIVIL 
WAR?-ADDRESS BY CHESTER 
BURGER 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the prin

cipal address at the recent 15th Annual 
Mid-Atlantic Conference sponsored by 
the Washington Chapter of the Public 
Relations Society of America was deliv
ered by Chester Burger, who heads a 
management consultant firm in his own 
name. The speech was delivered during 
the days immediately after the assassina
tion of Robert Kennedy, as indicated in 
Mr. Burger's opening remarks. While I 
reserve the right to disagree with some 
of Mr. Burger's statements, I believe that 
he expresses a point of view that is 
worthy of the attention of Congress. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Burger's speech be printed in the REC
ORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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CAN WE PREVENT A SECOND CIVIL WAR? 

(Speech by Chester Burger) 
Ladies and gentlemen, friends, in this hour 

of another national shock, in this hour of 
sadness at the murder of another national 
leader, at a time of frightening portent for 
our nation's future, it seems especially ap
propriate that we today ask ourselves the 
question, can we prevent a second Civil War 
in America? Your importance as professional 
·communicators gives a particular signif
icance to this occasion. 

The murder of Senator Robert Kennedy 
pains all Americans. But it has an additional 
meaning to black Americans. Many regarded 
him as a friend, a man who understood their 
problems and their suffering. And now he is 
dead. And Dr. Martin Luther King--dead. 
And President John Kennedy--dead. And 
Medgar Evers of the NAACP--dead. And 
Malcolm X--dead. 

It is not important whether you or I agree 
with these men. It is important that five 
American political leaders have been the 
victims of political assassination. For many 
black Americans, they were five who hated 
injustice. 

Is it any wonder that-at this very hour
black men are asking, "How many more of 
our leaders wm be taken? How can our lead
ers end our suffering?" 

Black America has had just about enough. 
Explosive frustration is building. A civil 

war that all dread-but none seem able to 
prevent-moves closer. Today, the mood of 
impending struggle hangs over our country, 
and the storm clouds are gathering. The Pen
tagon's National Riot Control Center-next 
to its Vietnam Battle Center-ts on full 
alert. Right at this hour, tens of thousands of 
troops and police are standing by, ready for 
action. 

The lines are sharpening. In this historic 
hour, when domestic battle impends, when 
·we ask ourselves what we can do to avert 
a Second Civil War, we must stand back and 
see the issue clearly. 

It is the age-old battle of liberty versus 
oppression, justice versus injustice. If it 
comes to civil war, it wm be fought among 
all Americans, all over America. 

on one hand-a small minority of white 
men filled with hate. Men whose empty lives 
and bitter frustrations have focussed on hate 
of the black man in America. There are too 
many of these men, but fortunately they 
make up only a small portion of our country. 

On the other hand-some 22 million black 
Americans, seething with bitterness and 
frustration at the injustices and indignities 
they suffer in their daily lives. 

They include the poor and hungry in our 
cities. The young parents who only half
sleep at night, ready to jump up and drive 
away the rats that threaten to attack their 
sleeping infants. Their fears are not ground
less-last year almost 600 children were bit
ten by rats in New York City alone. 

And there are the poor in the rural South, 
unable to get work at wages adequate to 
buy food to eat-and deprived by local and 
state bureaucracies of Federal surplus food 
programs. All this, while the Department of 
Agriculture "proudly" returns 200 million 
dollars to the Federal Treasury as unspent 
funds. One department's contribution to the 
economy drive. 

And there are those on welfare hum111ated 
by arrogant so-called "social investigators" 
as the price for receiving barely enough for 
survival. This is all defended as necessary to 
prevent misuse of public money; yet the 
official records tell us that only 5% of wel
fare recipients are even potentially employ
able, the rest being the blind, the aged, little 
children, and mothers who care for them. 
And all the welfare system can show is a sec
ond-and now the beginning of a third
generation on welfare, rooted in hopelessness 
and despair. 

And there is the black professional-the 

man who's somehow made it; who's man
aged to meet higher standards than a white 
man would have to meet for the same job, 
who's earned and received a decent job in 
a major American corporation or in the pub
lic service, but who somehow can't win pro
motions like those around him, and who 
rarely can move into a decent neighborhood 
like anyone else. 

The black child-told by his public school 
teachers in a dozen open ways, and a hun
dred subtle ways-that he just hasn't got 
what it takes, that he can't learn; that he 
isn't worth the extra effort; that he's a prob
lem. These are the same teachers whb now 
offer their answer to the problem: give them 
educational custody of black children at the 
age of two or three instead of age six. In
stead of Operation Headstart, we ought to 
call it Operation Early Destruction. 

Of course, not all Negroes are angels. Some 
are destroyed beyond repair-the arsonists 
and those who want to take a shot at Mr. 
Charley, regardless of who he is. We needn't 
waste any sympathy on them, any more than 
we should on our own hoodlums, our white 
burglars. And others don't want to assume 
responsibility for themselves. But this seg
ment can't distract us from the overwhelm
ing number of those 22 million black Amer
icans, each with his own dignity, who suffer 
and burn with indignity. 

And side by side with those 22 m1111on 
black Americans are a minority of white 
Americans totally committed to justice, to 
making America a country where, in the 
words of George Washington, "every one shall 
sit in safety under his own vine and ftgtree, 
and there shall be none to make him afraid." 

Men like, in the corporate arena, Ben S. 
Gilmer, president of American Telephone and 
Telegraph Company, and Henry Ford. In the 
churches, men like Father Groppi of Mil
waukee, and Father McManus, president of 
the Urban League of New Orleans. In the 
media, men like James Linen, president of 
Time, Life and Fortune and Katharine 
Graham of Newsweek and The Washington 
Post. In advertising, men like John Crichton 
of the American Association of Advertising 
Agencies. In the public relations field, men 
like James F. Fox and Jim Pitt of New York. 

But where are the rest of us? In the mid
dle. We are opposed to injustice. We have 
our racial prejudices-how could any white 
man escape them in America? But we're not 
proud of them. We honestly want Justice 
done to ourselves and all Americans, regard
less of color. We may already have one or two 
black employees in our company, and we 
really have no strong objection to employing 
them; it's just that we haven't found many 
qualified black men. We certainly wouldn't 
do anything to encourage a black "invasion" 
of our community, but we don't believe in 
segregated housing. We really would not 
object if a Negro bought a home down the 
block. 

In short, we mean well; we are not vindic
tive; we try to be decent Americans. We would 
like to see black men and women get a better 
break, but--let's face it-we're not about to 
do much to get involved. We'd like the whole 
matter settled by some reasonable com
promise. 

Inescapably, the historical parallel must be 
drawn between our majority attitude and a 
similar attitude which existed in Amer-lea 
before the First Civil War. At that time--in 
the '50's of the last century, the storm clouds 
were rising over the American land. 

On the one hand were the forces of hate 
and tyranny and oppression. They were the 
slaveholders, of course; those whose life sav
ings were invested in human bodies, and who 
didn't propose to lose their investment. And 
there were those who lived o:tr the proceeds of 
slavery-the slavemasters, the traders, and 
theHke. 

On the other hand were almost four mil
lion human beings, held 1n terrible bondage. 

Torn from their homes in a distant continent, 
imprisoned. for life, forbidden to marry, their 
children torn from them and sold as the re
turn on the investment. Human beings re
duced almost to the level of ammals, with no 
remembered past, no present but suffering, 
and no future but more of the same. Forbid
den to learn to read-even the Gospel-with 
not even a family name of their own, because 
there were no famllies. 

These were the opposing forees. But they 
were not the North versus the South. They 
were--just as today-the forces of justice 
versus injustice, of human dignity versus 
degradation. 

Let us not blame the South. When the war 
came, was it not the City of New York that 
Negroes were lynched in riots, supposedly 
against the draft, but in reality, in support 
of the slave cause? Was it not in Massachu
setts that elected public officials sought zeal
ously to capture escaped slaves and return 
them to bondage? Was it not an Ohio Con
gressman that Abraham Lincoln banished 
into the Confederate lines for his treachery 
to the cause of the Union? Was it not the 
Chief Justice of the United states, Roger 
Taney, who said, "A Negro has no rights that 
a white man is bound to respect?" 

No, it was not a geographical division of 
North versus South. It was a national con
flict of brother against brother (and inci
dentally, even within my own family, and 
perhaps yours), that was developing across 
the cities and the prairies. 

On the side of the slaves were not only 
black men. It was all those who wanted Jus
tice. It was Henry Ward Beecher, the 
preacher. It was Charles Sumne.r, the sena
tor. It was Salmon P. Chase, the banker 
for whom the Chase Manhattan Bank was 
named-and many more. 

In between were the great number of de
cent-minded Americans who were against in
justice and slavery, but who were unwilling 
to do anything about it. They loved their 
country, but to avoid the terrible conflict, 
they sought to compromise. There were 
Daniel Webster and Henry Clay and Stephen 
Douglas of Illinois, (whom we remember 
today only as the man who lost those de
bates with Abraham Lincoln). These were 
the men of whom the escaped slave Frederick 
Douglass said : 

"Those who profess to favor freedom, and 
yet depreciate agitation, are men who want 
crops without plowing up the ground. They 
want rain without thunder and lightning. 
They want the ocean without the awful roar 
of its waters. This struggle may be a moral 
one; or it may be a physical one; or it may 
be both moral and physical; but it must be 
a struggle. 

"Power concedes nothing without a de
mand. It never did, and it never will. Find 
out just what people will submit to, and you 
have found out the exact amount of in
justice and wrong which will be imposed 
upon them; and these will continue till they 
are resisted with either words or blows, or 
with both. The limits of tyrants are pre
scribed by the endurance of those whom they 
oppress ... " 

The compromisers, the great majority, tried 
to be reasonable. They were not pro-slavery. 
They were not anti-Negro. They thought that 
if they agreed to restrict slavery to its pres
ent limits, it would gradually die away. When 
that compromise broke down, they thought 
they could give each new state the right to 
decide for itself. But the Missouri Compro
mise broke down when the so-called Border 
Ruffians invaded Kansas and tried to make 
that a slave state. Then they thought the 
slaveowners would be satisfied if they would 
merely agree to return escaped slaves to their 
owners. 

But none of these compromises worked. All 
collapsed. Because the forces of slavery wer~ 
determined to remove any threat to their 
system, at whatever the price. And the vic
tims of slavery-and their white allies-were 
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determined to win freedom at whatever the 
price. The hundreds of slave rebellions re
corded in Southern archives, starting with 
Nat Turner's insurrection of 1831, showed 
that the fire of freedom could not be 
quenched by more repression. 

And this is where we are today. The burn
ing fire of human suffering cannot be ex
tinguished. It took 68 thousand troops to put 
down the so-called riots in April. One hun
dred and twenty-five cities were affected, 
Washington among the foremost. 

The police and military have already said 
the obvious fact that needs to be said: when 
you have 10 or 100 or 1000 men determined 
to secure justice, even if it means giving 
their lives, they can do unlimited damage. 
They can set our cities afire. They can dis
rupt our highways. They can disrupt our food 
supply. They can wreck our railroads. They 
can utterly disrupt the c·omplex economic 
life of our nation. And it would take not 68 
thousand, or 680 thousand troops to halt, but 
many more than that. As a century ago, 
repression won't solve the problem. It will 
only make it worse. 

We can say these are bitter and unreason
able men. Bitter, they are. But is it unreason
a.ble in 1968 to expect the right to a decent 
education, to a decent job, to expect the right 
to a decent home or apartment? To expect 
the right to equal justice before the law? 
To expect safety from violence in the streets? 
The right to live wherever you can afford to 
live? 

I am reminded of an experience that hap
pened last Summer in Harlem. One militant 
group of blacks had been tagged as anti
white agitators, dangerous men who had to 
be watched. But when a city official finally 
sat down with them and listened, they com
plained that their children never had a 
chance to escape the heat of the crowded city 
streets in the summertime. When he arranged 
for a bus to take their kids out into the 
country once in a while, they told him it was 
the first time in their lives that a white man 
had ever kept a promise to them. 

And I think of an incident that was re
ported in The New York Times during the 
1963 Freedom March on Washington. A 
woman from rural Alabama told The Times 
reporter, "A white man stepped on my foot, 
and he said, 'Excuse me,' and I said 'Cer
tainly'. That's the first time a white person 
has ever really been nice to me." 

Does that sound like unreasonable ex
pectations to you? Does that sound like de
mands that can't be met? 

It is sad, but unmistakably true that we 
are now headed straight on the path toward 
a second Civil War in America. A war which, 
if it comes, will not be fought in Harlem 
or Watts or the South Side, but in every 
city and many of the towns and villages in 
America. A war which, if it comes, will 
cause destruction in America comparable to, 
or worse than, the ruin caused by the First 
Civil War in which 780,000 Americans died. 

But it is not too late. It can be avoided. 
I am convinced there is hope-great hope
for America. I am convinced we can avert 
the tragedy which impends. 

As a century ago, the way of the com
promise is dying. It must go. We must help 
it go. There is only one way to avoid Civil 
War in the United States, and that is to 
create conditions of justice. There is no other 
way. We must not stand by and wait for 
disaster. 

We cannot compromise with injustice, be
cause millions of Americans will no longer 
suffer injustice. Witness the Poor People's 
March here in this city right now. 

If we compromise with those who hate, if 
we begin accepting the idea that it is all right 
for black men to go hungry for another few 
years, for families to be destroyed a little 
longer, for men and women to suffer the 
indignities of police brutality, we will be 
hastening the day when our country will be 
torn apart in a Second Civil War. 

Now, much as we would like to think 

otherwise, we here today are not the decision 
makers. We are not the Power Establishment. 
But we are important. We are the communi
cators. We are the counselors: We are the 
influencers. And we are individual human 
beings in our own right. 

We are patriotic men. We Love our country. 
I.t has been good to us. We want it to survive. 

We are also intelligent men. And we recog
nize that we must do more--e dozen or a 
hundred times more-than we have done up 
to now to avoid a Second Civil War. Because 
of our importance and influence, we are in 
a particularly fortunate position to help our 
country avoid a terrible catastrophe. It is 
not too late. 

First of all, we can recognize our own in
fluence as communicators. Before a law is 
passed, or a picket line is formed, or a brick 
is thrown, an idea has taken shape in the 
minds of men. We can help shape those ideas. 
At every opportunity, in every way, we can 
help create a climate of opinion in our com
panies and in our communities where justice 
is respected. Each individual effort can com
bine into an enormous force for our coun
try's survival-and justice. 

In our company publications, we can point 
with pride to Negro employees. In employee 
relations, we can make special efforts to see 
that they are being fairly treated and given 
special consideration for promotion. In re
cruitment, we can make special effor·ts, as for 
example, the Ford Motor Company has done, 
to find and train employees. We can acquaint 
our managements and clients with the ac
complishments of ether companies in this 
direction, and urge them to equal and sur
pass the best. 

We can help end the practice of tokenism
the one conspicuous black face surrounded 
by a sea of white faces. We can increase our 
financial support of the Urban League and 
all organizations working constructively to 
end injustice. We can urge our management 
to do what Neiman-Marcus of Dallas has 
done-refuse to buy from suppliers who sup
port discrimination. 

When we serve on the Board of a United 
Fund or Community Chest, we can press to 
increase aid to organizations working di
rectly with those in the ghettoes. We can 
urge our public officials to stop deciding 
what's best for the black community, and to 
listen to what the black community thinks 
is best for itself. We can urge our congress
men to stop appropriating money for more 
studies of Negroes and start appropriating 
money for low-cost housing for Negroes. 

We can urge our friends on the newspapers 
to repott more factually what's going on in
side the ghettoes, and to present accurately 
the grievances of our fellow citizens. We can 
urge the press to report--in advance-when 
and by whom-important decisions are being 
made, so that we can express ourselves force
fully, when and where it counts. We can pay 
our domestics a living wage . . We can stop 
denouncing Negro agitators and start cor
recting the conditions which give them fer
tile soil. We can drop our little social barriers 
and invite Negro associates to our homes. 
In short, we can start being the human 
beings we want to be. 

This wm not be an easy task. We will 
encounter all kinds of resistance, but most of 
all from within ourselves. It will call for all 
the creativity we can command. How can 
we present constructive action ideas to our 
managements-and win acceptance? How 
can we help our managements win support 
from stockholders and employees in actions 
that are vit ally necessary for the future sur
vival of the enterprise? 

Truly we need an invasion of new ideas. 
Not gimmicks, quick flashy devices to make 
things look better than they are. It's too late 
for that. But action-results-as rapidly as 
possible. 

I Mn not saying thait these modest actions 
will avoid a Second Civil War. I am saying 
that we in public relations and oommuni
ootions are people of influence and 1mpor-

tance, and that we can and should use that 
influence for strong and positive good. If we 
help-by our positive actions-to create a 
climate where justice is honored, we will be 
doing a great deal indeed. In this, there is 
no room for compromise. Nor is there room 
for the "one-shot"-the quick and conspicu
ous action th.at makes a hea.dllne today and 
1s forgotten tomorrow. We need all of our 
imagination, ingenuity, creativity, and skills 
ait the art of persuasion, to produce real re
sults-results th.at mean something, and 
th.at endure. If we do all we oan, I am con
vinced thousands of others will be influenced 
by our example. And our personal reward will 
be a sense of fulflllment--moving from the 
role of a silent speotator to that of a proud 
participant. 

I believe justice will win. But if we do not 
act, each in his own way, then the fate which 
Abra.ham Lincoln described in his second 
Inaugural address musit come to mind again: 

"Fondly do we hope, fervently do we pray, 
that this mighty scourge . . . may speedily 
pass away. Yet if God wills that it continue 
until all the wealth piled by the bondman's 
two hundred and fifty years of unrequited 
toil shall be sunk, and until every drop of 
blood drawn with the lash shall be paid for 
by another drawn with the sword, as was 
said three thousand years ago, so still it must 
be said, 'The judgments of the Lord are true 
and righteous altogether.'" 

THE SITUATION IN THAILAND 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, even while 
the war in Vietnam goes on, in nearby 
Thailand the Thai Anny and police force 
are being kept busy putting down insur
gent attacks aimed at subverting that 
na:tion. The world watches while Thai
land, as Carl Rowan reported in his 
column in the Evening Star of Wednes
day, sets out to show thait it can defeat 
the guerrillas of Maio Tse-tung and Ho 
Chi Minh alone-with only financial 
help and supplies from the United States. 

Rowan states that Thailand's success 
at erecting what it hopes will be a guer
rilla proof society will be of major im
po:ritance over the next few decades-not 
only in Southeast Asia, but in Latin 
America in particular. So far, the Thais 
cannot claim success, though their efforts 
have been fruitful ,and the country's 
leaders are confident that their n01tion 
will not become another Vietnam. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Mr. Rowan's describing the 
situation in Thailand be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows : 

THAILAND OUT To SHOW GUERRILLA WAR 
STOPPABLE 

(By Carl T. Row.an) 
UDORN, THAILAND.-In Chieng Rai prov

ince in the remote north of Thailand, a group 
of Meo tribesmen slipped down out of the 
hills recently to attack a border police sta
tion. They killed 15 of the 17 policemen 
present. 

This daring raid shocked ThaUand's army 
and police force, neither of which has yet 
won a battle against these Meo insurgents. 

These hill people, who a year ago were 
just part of an alienated minority, are sud
denly the latest and most troublesome ele
ment in the Communist-inspired guerrilla. 
warfare that now flares on four separate 
fronts in Thailand. 

The Meo's leaders were taken to North 
Vietnam where they were schooled in the 
tactics of subversion and guerrilla warfare. 
Then they were inserted into the fighting in 
Laos for "seasoning," and finally put back 
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into Thailand to help make good the Com
munist boast to overwhelm this country. 

Central Thailand is being harassed by 15 
bands of guerr111as totaling about 170 men. 

In the south, perhaps 500 rebels left over 
from the all-fated 12-year assault on Malaysia 
are again plaguing the countryside. Malaysia 
and Thailand have just had high-level dis
cussions to plan measures to counter them. 

And here around Udorn and in the other 
14 provinces of backward, depressed north
east Thailand, the most worrisome guerrilla 
action of all takes place. Some 52 groups 
totaling more than 1,500 men have spread 
death and terror through the countryside 
for more than three years. 

Is Thailand destined to be another Viet
nam? 

Absolutely not, Thais insist. They point 
out that this country has many strengths 
that South Vietnam did not possess, and 
that Thailand will beat back attempts by 
Peking and Hanoi to overthrow the govern
ment and install a Communist regime. 

There is some evidence th.at the Thais can 
handle the insurgents. Whereas Communist 
terrorists assassinated 44 government author
ities in the northeast in 1966 and 39 in 1967, 
they k1lled only 4 during the first half of 
1968. 

Communist terrorists murdered 87 vil
lagers in this area in 1966 and 78 in 1967 
but killed only 18 in the first half of 1968, 
a~ording to Thai officials. 

The number of armed clashes remains 
high, but most of them are now initiated by 
government forces scouring the jungles and 
hills looking for guerrlllas. There were 217 
armed clashes in 1966, 370 in 1967 and there 
already have been 186 battles this year, 127 
of them started by government forces. 

No one here pretends that government 
forces clearly have the upper hand, and cer
tainly not that a final victory over the guer
rillas is in sight. Intelligence reports indicate 
that the terrorists have simply broken into 
smaller groups and are now developing new 
strategy. 

What seems certain ts that Thailand, and 
its experience with the guerrillas, is going to 
give the world some clues as to what to ex
pect in world affairs over the next few 
decades. . 

Until recently, United States military 
power was thought to be a deterrent to Com
munist aggression and expansion in most 
any area of the world. But the Vietnam war 
has destroyed the credibility of that deter
rent. 

The Thais are trying to show that they 
c~n defeat Mao Tse-tung and Ho Chi Minh 
alone-with only financial and military sup
ply help from the U.S. They seek to avoid 
the mistakes made in Vietnam as they go 
about constructing a society that will be 
"guerrilla proof" simply because the people 
will not welcome or support insurgents. 

How Thailand goes about this, and her 
success or failure, will surely be one of the 
major political stories of the next decade. 
For it will have grave bearing on the futures 
of a half dozen other countries faced with 
guerrilla uprising. 

It must even be of vital interest to Latin 
~merica where the nearness of Fidel Castro 
and the ghost of Che Guevera are never quite 
out of mind. 

THE MARCH TOWARD MECHANI
ZATION AND AWAY FROM UN
SKILLED LABOR 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, one tech
nological marvel of modern America is 
its electrical industry. Between the pri
vate and public sectors of this thriving, 
pulsating industry, we are furnished with 
the electrical energy that has become 
vital to our lives. And that industry is 
aware that social amenities of life must 
be preserved. Officers of the companies, 

the public corporations, and the coopera
tives are recognizing problems of thermal 
pollution, and the needs to reconcile ov
erhead transmission of electricity to 
scenic and recreational and housing val
ues. These men deserve credit for their 
awareness. 

But they may have a blind spot which 
prevents them from seeing one unhappy 
consequence of progress. The blind spot 
and the consequences have to do with 
labor, with unskilled labor in particular. 
The utilities are in a headlong rush to 
mechanize, which is another way of say
ing they wish to substitute a few highly 
trained workers for many less skilled 
men, which they count as progress. 

For example, the May 27 issue of Elec
trical World, the trade journal for much 
of the electrical industry, reports a re
cent survey on mechanization in the util
ity industry. 

Consider these few excerpts from that 
editorial: 

There can be no question about it. The 
march toward mechanization is on. Both the 
prospects and the progress since Electrical 
World surveyed the field six years ago are 
encouraging. Yet full mechanization among 
all segments of the utility industry, large and 
small, and throughout all operations suscep
tible to mechanization remains incomplete. 
There's still a long way to go. And the time 
is now. 

Today the incentives to mechanize are 
greater than they have ever been. Utility con
struction cost indexes are running about four 
times 1918 costs and increasing 4% % a year 
in some areas. 

All these factors emphasize the need for 
construction management to find ways to 
offset the unpredictable cost increases 
through programmed mechanization designed 
to increase the efficiency and productivity of 
field operations. 

The editorial shows clearly the eco
nomic and other pressures driving us to
ward mechanization toward the sys
tems approach. And I am appreciative of 
the good reasons for our modern desire 
to further apply science and technology. 
I have sponsored legislation to this very 
purpase. 

But, and this is a large qualifier, we 
cannot afford to lose sight of the hu
man impacts of the desire to mechanize. 
We must not overlook the fact that the 
unskilled part of our people does not in 
a painless, automatic way decrease with 
the decreasing need for unskilled labor. 

We in Congress and leaders in indus
try must redouble our efforts, our think
ing to provide work for the unskilled 
of today and of tomorrow. Expressions 
of satisfaction with the march toward 
mechanization must be tempered with 
the realization that unskilled and less
skilled persons who are frozen out of in
dustry in the name of efficiency and 
economy may have to turn to the Gov
ernment as the employer of last resort. 
And the cost of this alternative inevita
bly is passed back to industry in the form 
of taxes. 

So with no intention to diminish the 
accomplishments and visions of our elec
trical industry, I would invite them to 
join with us who are concerned with the 
future to face now the question of em
ployment for the unskilled and semi
skilled. 

So that the excerpts I have quoted 
may appear in their context, I ask unan-

imous consent that the entire editorial 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE MARCH TOWARD MECHANIZATION 
CONTINUES 

There can be no question about it. The 
march toward mechanization is "on." Both 
the prospects and the progress since Elec
trical World surveyed the ' field six years ago 
are encouraging. Yet full mechanization 
among all segments of the utility industry, 
large and small, and throughout all opera
tions susceptible to mechanization remains 
incomplete. There's still a long way to go. 
And the time to go is now. 

These are the broad findings of Electrical 
World's updating of its 1962 survey of util
ity construction mechanization which is a 
special feature of the Electric Ut111ty Meth
ods Report opening on page 63 of this issue. 

Today the incentives to mechanize are 
greater than they have ever been. Uti11ty 
construction cost indexes are running about 
four times 1918 costs and increasing 4% % a 
year in some areas. Skilled construction craft 
labor is in almost critically short supply 
in many areas for many trades. Wages are 
at a peak and escalating at about 8% per 
year. 

In the face of these facts utility system ex
pansion plans are at record levels. For ex
ample, between the beginning of 1967 and the 
end of 1973 the electric ut111ty industry plans 
to butld 102,400 circuit miles of new trans
mission line, 2,000 cable miles of underground 
transmission, erect 231,788 pole miles of over
head distribution line and bury upwards 
of 77,000 cable miles of underground primary 
distribution lines. 

Moreover today, the time required to build 
is long, and studded with traps that add un
predictably to utility construction costs. Con
sider, for example, cost increases due to 
strikes, work stoppages and delays in delivery 
of equipment and material; increasingly 
stringent safety standards; delays and 
changes in line routings and site selection 
due to environmental considerations and 
public intervention, to name only a few. 

All these factors emphasize the need for 
construction management to find ways to 
offset the unpredictable cost increases 
through programmed mechanization designed 
to increase the efficiency and productivity of 
field operations. 

As public sensitivity to tower lines drives 
transmission routes deeper into hitherto in
accessible terrain, tool builders are mounting 
derricks, diggers, buckets, and similar tools 
on mobile carriers capable of climbing, :fioat
ing or bulldozing their way through the worst 
out-backs and boondocks of America. 

For other tasks, ingenuity is adapting con
ventional gear to new and special uses. In the 
Far West, for example, modified hydraulic 
tension stringing gear is being turned to the 
job of taking down old transmission con
ductor as existing high voltage circuits are 
rebuilt to higher ratings. Time savings are 
two to three hours per mile over conventional 
methods. 

As matters stand today, there's no shortage 
of mechanization ideas, methods or machines, 
capable of controlling construction costs. If 
there is any lack, it lies with management in 
its failure to make effective economic use 
of the tools at hand. 

FOR A SENATE VETERANS 
COMMITTEE 

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, the 
welfare of our returned servicemen is a 
rapidly growing problem confronted by 
more and more citizens of the United 
States. In fact, the number of American 
veterans has increased by over 4,000,000 
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over the past 5 years, according to the 
annual reports of the Administrator of 
Veterans Affairs. 

On July 11, 1967, the distinguished 
junior Senator from Nevada [Mr. CAN
NON] introduced Senate Resolution 13, 
which proposes the establishment of a 
nine-member standing Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs with jurisdiction over 
all matters relating to veterans. It has 
already received the careful attention of 
the Senate Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration, and a slightly altered ver
sion of the resolution has been placed on 
the Senate Calendar. 

The annual reports of the Administra
tor of Veterans Affairs shows that in June 
of 1963, 22,166,000 Americans had served 
their country during at least one major 
war. By June 1966, the number of young 
men who had honorably served in uni
form and returned to civilian life had 
risen to 25,575,000, an increase of nearly 
3% million young Americans. As of May 

of this year, the number of veterans had 
reached a total of 26,270,000. And in our 
United States of some 200 million people, 
this means that approximately one out 
of every eight citizens may be counted as 
a veteran. I ask unanimous consent that 
a copy of these annual reports to be 
printed in the RECORD. 

It makes sense that we do everything 
in our Power to help these young men 
and women readjust to civilian life. Cer
tainly these people who have fought so 
bravely to defend the land for which we 
create the laws deserve our utmost at
tention. T.heref ore I would like to point 
out that due to this vast increase in the 
number of American veterans today, 
proper attention can barely be given to 
their needs in our present overworked, 
understaffed Senate Subcommittee on 
Veterans' Affairs of the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

Whereas the House has a full Commit
tee on Veterans' Affairs with a staff of 

EXHIBIT A 

14. veteran problems brought up in the 
Senate are sent to a subcommittee of 
only two staff members, which does a 
superb job but because of its size cannot 
possibly be expected to give our veterans 
all the assistance and attention they so 
deserve. 

It thus seems equitable as well as nec
essary that a regular Senate committee 
be authorized to provide for our veter
ans' well-being. It is with this thought 
in mind that I urge that the Senate con
sider Senate Resolution 13 before the end 
of this congressional session. Because of 
the desire for early adjournment, since 
this is a presidential year, it may not be 
possible for action on the resolution to be 
taken this year. If this happens, I will 
certainly SUPPort early and favorable ac
tion when the 91st Congress convenes 
and will sponsor such legislation. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

TABLE 3.-ESTIMATED NUMBER OF VETERANS IN CIVIL LIFE, BY STATE 

[In thousands, June 30, 1963) 

Korean conflict Korean conflict 
All World World 

veterans t War 111 No service War I Other a 
All World World 

Total 2 in World 
veterans t War 11 t No service War I State State Other• 

War II 
Total 2 in World 

War II 

Total__ __________ 22, 166 15, 100 5,663 4,567 2, 343 156 Missouri_ ______________ 516 341 128 105 
Montana ___ ----------- 82 54 21 17 

State total__ _____ 22, 039 15, 040 5,609 4, 522 2,324 153 Nebraska __ --- --- ______ 159 101 43 37 
Nevada ____ ----------- 51 36 15 11 

Alabama __ ------------ 314 211 87 68 32 3 New Hampshire ________ 83 56 22 17 Alaska ________________ 24 18 7 5 1 {') New Jersey ____________ 856 604 199 165 Arizona _______________ 187 127 53 41 17 2 New Mexico ___________ 111 76 32 25 Arkansas ______________ 168 113 35 26 27 2 New York ___ ---------- 2, 173 1,495 510 437 California ______________ 2, 361 1,630 679 499 215 17 North Carolina _________ 436 299 115 95 
Colorado _____ --------- 235 159 65 50 24 2 North Dakota __ -------- 54 34 15 13 
Connecticut___---- -- --- 349 245 84 69 33 2 Ohio __ ------------- --- 1,247 859 309 263 Delaware ______________ 57 41 15 12 4 (4) Oklahoma ____ --------- 286 191 74 56 
District of Columbia ____ 105 66 33 24 13 2 Oregon ________________ 248 169 58 45 
Florida ___________ ----- 715 484 187 135 90 6 Pennsylvania ___ ---- -- - 1,450 1, 017 335 279 

~:o::it ~ ~============ 381 261 104 82 35 3 Rhode Island ____ ------ 111 77 27 21 
52 34 17 14 3 1 South Carolina _________ 208 141 57 45 

Idaho_------------- --- 76 52 17 14 9 1 South Dakota __________ 75 45 20 18 
1 llinois ____ ------------ 1, 254 858 295 251 140 5 Tennessee _________ ---- 375 255 93 78 
Indiana __ ------------- 539 358 138 118 60 3 Texas._------------ --- 1, 125 781 294 228 
Iowa ____ -------------- 308 195 77 67 44 2 Utah _____ ------------- 106 70 32 26 
Kansas _______ --------- 254 169 62 51 32 2 ~r:gTn~~~-:::: = = = == = = = = = 

40 27 10 8 
Kentucky _______ ------- 307 206 74 62 36 3 459 321 133 96 
Louisiana _____ --------- 323 225 79 63 33 2 Washington ____________ 384 258 106 78 
Maine ________ --------- 113 75 27 22 15 1 West Virginia __________ 187 125 45 37 
Maryland ____ ---------- 407 288 110 83 34 2 Wisconsin _____________ 453 290 116 101 
Massachusetts ___ ------ 681 463 166 133 78 7 Wyoming _-- ---- _______ 46 31 12 10 
Michigan_------------- 926 627 232 202 92 5 
Minnesota ____ --------- 401 257 103 88 53 3 Other United States a ____ 91 40 47 42 
Mississippi_ __ --------- 181 125 42 32 23 1 Foreign ____ ----------- 36 20 7 3 

• Less than 500. 1 Veterans with service in both World War 11 and the Korean conflict are counted only once. 
2 Includes 1,096,000 veterans who served in both World War II and the Korean conflict 
a Spanish-American War veterans, 22,000; former members of the (peacetime) Regular Estab

lishment receiving VA disability compensation, 134,000; and Indian Wars veterans, 25. 

a Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, possessions, and other outlying areas. 

Source: Annual Report of the Administrative Veterans' Affairs, 1963. 

EXHIBIT B 

TABLE 2.-ESTIMATED NUMBER OF VETERANS IN CIVIL LIFE, BY STATE 

[In thousands, June 30, 1966) 

State All veterans 
Total 

TotaL ___________________ _________ • __________________ • ____ 25, 575 21, 503 

State totaL __ -------- ------ __ ------ _____ __ ___ _____________ 25, 407 21, 382 
Alabama __________ • ___ • ______________ • _________________________ 374 310 Alaska. _______ -- __ -- ___________________________________________ 26 21 
Arizona _______ ---------- ______________ -------------- ___________ 207 175 Arkansas ___________________________ ••• ______ • ____________ • _____ 200 169 California _______________________________________________________ 

2,691 2, 285 Colorado __________________________________ ._. __________________ 
265 221 Connecticut_ _____________ -- -- __ --- ________________________ • - - ___ 403 347 Delaware ________________________ • _________ ------ __ • _____ • ___ • __ 67 56 

District of Columbia ___ ------- ________ •••••• _____________________ 113 95 Florida __________________ • ________ • ______ ------ ____ • _______ • ____ 828 708 

~~~:ii~---_~~=====:::::=:======:===================:============= 444 373 
61 46 

Idaho ________ .-------------- __________________ ----- __ -----. __ ._ 90 72 llli no is ___________ • ______ • _____ ._ ••• _______ •• __________________ 1,472 1,250 

World War II 

14, 916 

14, 859 

213 
15 

121 
118 

1, 591 
153 
245 

40 
62 

482 
262 
31 
50 

867 

War veterans 

Korean conflict 

Total No service in 
World War II 

5,770 4, 568. 

5, 718 4,525 

90 70 
7 5 

50 38 
37 28 

692 504 
63 48 
93 74 
15 12 
31 22 

189 136 
104 81 
16 12 
18 14 

319 264 

World War I 

2, 007 

1, 987 

27 
1 

16 
23 

188 
20 
28 
4 

11 
89 
30 
3 
8 

118 

Spanish
American 

War 

12 

11 

--------------
--------------
--------------
-----.-------2-
----------------------------
-----·-- ... --------------·--r 
--------------
--------------
--------------

1 

67 3 
10 1 
20 1 
4 (') 
9 1 

82 5 
9 1 

227 14 
39 3 
7 (4) 

118 7 
37 2 
32 2 

145 9 
12 1 
20 2 
11 1 
39 3 

108 8 
9 1 
5 (') 

39 3 
45 3 
23 2 
59 3 
5 (4) 

8 1 
11 2 

Post-Korean 
conflict 
veterans 

4,072 

4,025 

64 
5 

32 
31 

406 
44 
56 
11 
18 

120 
71 
15 
18 

222 
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EXHIBIT B-Continued 

TABLE 2.-ESTIMATED NUMBER OF VETERANS IN CIVIL LIFE, BY STATE-Continued 
[In thousands, June 30, 19661 

War veterans 

State All veterans Korean conflict Spanish
American 

War 

Post-Korean 
conflict 
veterans Total World War II World War I 

Total No service in 
World War II 

Indiana. ____________ ---- ______ -------- _____ ------- ______ ---- __ _ Iowa _______________________________________ ------- ____________ _ 
Kansas ____________________________________________ ------------_ 

~:~~~~~~==::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Maine _________ -- - - -- -- -- --- - -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- --- - -- -

651 
357 
284 
362 
393 
132 
475 
784 

540 
297 
241 
297 
326 
107 
406 
670 
904 
394 
176 
506 

366 
194 
165 
204 
231 
72 

288 
465 
624 
260 
124 
342 

147 
78 
62 
76 
84 
27 Maryland ______________________________________________________ _ 

Massachusetts. ______________ -• -- ---- -- -- -- ---- -- ---- -- -- -------
Michigan. ___________________ -- -- -- -- -- -- - --- ---- ---- -- -- -- -- ---

~!~r~~Jrr~~~~ =: :::: :: :: :: :: ::: : ::: ::::: :: :: :::: ::::::::::::::::: 
1,090 

481 
208 
600 

115 
175 
239 
108 

42 

Montana. ________ - _ - ______ ----- --- - -- --- -- -- -- ---- -- - --- -------
Nebraska _______ --- ____________ -- -- ----- --- -- ------- --- -- -- -----Nevada _____________________________________________ -----------

New Hampshire •. -- --- --- ____ - --- -- - --- -- -- -- ------ -- -- ------ ---

94 
176 
58 
95 

979 
128 

2,428 

78 
146 
50 
79 

846 
104 

2,082 

54 
96 
36 
54 

134 
20 
41 
16 
21 

New Jersey ______ --- --- _____ ---- - --- ----- -- -- -- -- -- -- ----------- 601 
73 

1,462 
295 

214 
31 

515 
114 
15 

310 
70 
57 

New Mexico. ______ ---- ______________ ---- -- ---- -- ------- ---- - -- -
New York ____ ----- -- __ --- ___ -- - _ -- -- ---- -- ---- -- ------------ -- -
North Carolina. ____ -------- _______ - _ - -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---------- -- - 502 

69 
1, 422 

317 
283 

l, 675 
126 
247 
82 

421 
53 

1, 194 
264 
235 

1, 413 
109 
206 
67 

North Dakota. ___ -- -- ____ --- - -- -- -- -- -- -- - -- --- ------- - -- --- ---- 34 
838 
181 
165 

Ohio ________ -- _ - -- -- -- -- - -- - ---- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- ---- -- - - -- - - ---
Oklahoma •• -- -- - -- -- ---- - - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - --------- -

~~~~~~iviiilra:::: :: :: :::::: :: :: :::: :: :::: :: :: :::: ::::::: ::: : : : :: I, o~~ 348 
29 
57 
19 
98 

Rhode Island. _____ ---- ________ -- -- -- ______ -___ - -- - ________ - ----
South Carolina. ______ ---- ____________________ --- _________ ---- __ _ 144 

42 
258 
759 
68 
28 

306 

South Dakota. ___ -------- -- ___ -- _ -_ --- --- - --- ---- ------ ---- -- -- -
Tennessee·----------------------------------------------------- 447 

1, 272 
123 

51 
509 
432 

371 
1, 070 

101 
41 

431 
359 

285 
31 
12 

125 
101 

Texas _________ -_ - - -- -- ------ -- -- -- -- -- ------ ---- - - -- -- -- -- -- -- -
Utah. _____ -- -- --- - -- -- -- - -- -- - -- -- -- -- -------- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -

~i~!f ~~;~~==:::::::: :: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : :: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : 247 

Source: Annual Report of the Administrator, Veterans' Affairs, 1966. 

EXHIBIT C 

STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF VA ACTIVITIES, MAY 1968 

Subject May 1968 April 1968 May 1967 

26, 270, 000 26,239,000 
Veteran population: 

1. Veterans in civil life, end of month, tota'------------------------ 25, 825, 000 
================================= 

2. 

3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

23, 090, 000 23,059, 000 War veterans, tota'--------------------------------------- 22, 641, 000 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

2, 166, 000 2, 110, 000 
155, 000 154, 000 

Vietnam era, totaL--------------------------------- - - 1, 447, 000 
And service in Korean conflict______________________ 120, 000 

2, 011, 000 1,956,000 No service in Korean conflict_______________________ 1, 327, 000 
5, 811, 000 5, 812, 000 
1,246,000 1, 246, 000 

Korean conflict (includes line 4>------------------------ 5, 796, 000 
And service In World War"----------------------- 1, 232, 000 

4, 565,000 4, 566,000 
14, 740, 000 

No service in World War"------------------------ 4,564,000 World War II (includes line 7)__________________________ 14,841, 000 
10. 
11. 

14, 72:9, 000 
l, 777, 000 l, 788,000 World War'----------------------------------------- 1,899,000 

8,000 9,000 Spanish-American War________________________________ 10, 000 
==================================== 

12. Service between Korean conflict (Jan. 31, 1955) and Vietnam 
3, 180, 000 3, 180,000 3, 184, 000 (Aug. 5, 1964) onlY-------------------------------------

SOME NEW THOUGHTS ON THE 
MOBILITY OF ENGINEERS, OR, 
WHY MIDWEST BRAINS ARE STILL 
DRAINING 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the 

words "brain drain" are becoming part 
of our language, which is good for they 
will help to spread the realization that 
one of the most important resources of 
any part of our Nation lies in its edu
cated and trained brains. Just the other 
day while walking by a bookshop I no
ticed a new title in the window: "One 
of Our Brains Is Draining." 

Another nonfictional title recently 
called to my attention is a short bulle
tin of the Engineers Joint Council. In 
Bulletin No. 11 of Engineering Man
power, Richard P. Howell of the Stan
ford Research Institute, reports some 
findings of his study of the mobility of 
engineers into and out of research and 
development jobs in the aerospace in-
dustry. 

The National Academy of Sciences has 
also reported that of all persons who 

received Ph. D. degrees from U.S. uni
versities during the years 1958 to 1966, 
the east north-central States of Ohio, 
Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, and Wiscon
sin during fiscal years 1964-66 produced 
11,718 Ph. D.'s, or 24.17 percent of the 
national total. But these trained, pro
fessional persons found only 6,810 post
doctoral first jobs in the region, repre
senting employment of 14 percent of 
this new trained manpower. The others 
went elsewhere where they are contribu
ting to the economic development of 
other States. 

These figures simply confirm what we 
from the Midwest have known for a long 
time. We are exporters of trained brains. 

To show the scarcity of such trained 
talent, consider the following data re
ported by the Academy for fiscal year 
1966. In that year there were 1,276,000 
high school graduates, 624,910 college 
freshmen, 365, 758 bachelor's degrees, 
78,269 master's degrees, and 17,865 doc
tor's degrees. 

These facts illustrate why I am very 

122 
66 
49 
62 
66 
22 
88 

138 
201 
89 
32 

107 
16 
34 
10 
17 

175 
24 

430 
93 
13 

257 
52 
43 

282 
22 
45 
16 
79 

219 
25 
9 

92 
74 

51 1 
37 --------------
27 --------------
31 --------------
29 --------------
13 --------------
30 --------------
66 1 
78 1 
45 --------------
20 --------------
57 ------------
8 --------------

16 --------------
4 --------------
8 --------------

70 --------------
7 --------------

189 ------------ --
33 - -- -- -- -- - -- - -
6 --------------

98 i 
31 --------------
27 --------------

122 1 
10 --------------
17 --------------
9 --------------

34 --------------
91 1 
8 --------------
4 --------------

33 --------------
38 --------------

11l 
60 
43 
65 
67 
25 
69 

114 
186 
87 
32 
94 
16 
30 
8 

16 
133 
24 

346 
81 
16 

228 
53 
48 

262 
17 
41 
15 
76 

202 
22 
10 
78 
73 

much interested in the mobility of highly 
trained manpower. 

The mobility of engineers is one facet 
of this overall question. Mr. Howell, in 
Engineering Manpower, finds that the 
movement of engineers is affected posi
tively and negatively by several condi
tions. A broad education positively af
fects an engineer's mobility between 
institutions or among specialties. A 
narrowly educated engineer, on the 
other hand, finds himself suppressed in 
such movement, unless his specialization 
happens to be in a field of currently "hot" 
demand. Organizational rigidities also 
tend to block movement of engineers 
among companies and institutions, which 
could be expected to benefit employer and 
employee alike. This same rigidity, Mr. 
Howell finds, will foster undesirable, in
terinstitutional movement by the "boxed
in" engineer, who follows the easier path 
of seeking work elsewhere rather than 
getting a new assignment where he is. 

By far the most important disclosure 
of the study was the role of personal ties 
in the movement of engineers. These ties 
may encourage movement in a sort of 
follow-the-leader way among cities, 
companies, and specialties. They act, 
too, in restricting movement or in caus
ing engineers to reconsider earlier moves; 
and, in some instances, bring about a 
complete reversal. 

These findings lead Mr. Howell to state 
the following rules for employers inter
ested in getting the greatest return from 
their recruiting dollars and in reducing 
turnover of expensive staff: 

When possible, hire local engineers; they 
have their roots down, know what to expect 
culturally and environmentally, and are less 
likely to be induced to leave for job offers 
elsewhere. 

If it is necessary to hire from remote 
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areas, seek engineers from areas where the 
general population in your city originated. 

If you must hire against the migratory 
stream to fill your needs, try to hire a re
turnee or one whose wife is a returnee to 
your area. 

Mr. President, I think educators, in
dustrialists, financiers, and others who 
are interested in fostering new techno
logically based industry will find much 
to think about in Mr. Howell's findings. 
To me they definitely encourage the idea 
that we in the Midwestern States can 
take affirmative steps to cause the gradu
ates of our institutions of higher educa
tion to take root in and become a pro
ductive part of our regional economy. 

Persons wishing copies of this bulletin 
may obtain it from the Engineering 
ManPower Commission of the Engineers 
Joint Council, 345 East 47th Street, New 
York, N.Y. 10017, at 50 cents a copy. 

INVESTIGATION OF FLOODING ON 
THE LITTLE WIND RIVER IN 
WYOMING 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I invite 

the attention of the Senate to a recur
rent problem of flooding on the Little 
Wind River in Wyoming. 

Serious flooding has occurred on the 
Little Wind River on a number of oc
casions and has, unfortunately, been of 
such magnitude as to reach into the 
yards, and sometimes the houses, of citi
zens residing along the river. 

I have made a series of requests to 
the Interior Department's Bureau of 
Reclamation and the U.S. Army's Corps 
of Engineers to take immediate action so 
as to provide for an investigation of the 
flood conditions on this part of the Wind 
River in order to off er positive relief 
to these residents who are faced with 
the same problem each year. 

I have asked that they coordinate 
their efforts through Clyde Hobbs, super
intendent, Wind River Indian Reserva
tion, at Fort Washakie, Wyo. 

The Corps of Engineers has informed 
Superintendent Hobbs that no action 
can be taken until the request has been 
formally made on the floor of the Sen
ate. 

The Joint Business Council of the 
Shoshone and Arapahoe Indian Tribes 
of the Wind River Indian Agency in 
Wyoming have drawn up a resolution 
requesting that action be taken to make 
it Possible to conduct an investigation 
at the earliest possible date. I hope that 
this matter can, at l~>ng last, receive 
priority handling and that the investiga
tion can go forward without further 
delay. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
tribal council's resolution, a letter from 
Clyde Hobbs dated July 16, 1968, trans
mitting that resolution, and my letter 
of June 11, 1968, to Lt. Gen. William F. 
Cassidy, of the Corps of Engineers, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JUNE 11, 1968. 
Lt. Gen. WILLIAM F. CASSIDY, 
Chief of Engineers, 
Department of the Army, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR GENERAL CASSIDY: I am writing with 
regard to a recurrent flooding problem on 

the Little Wind River of Wyoming. I am en
closing a full background file of correspond
ence on this question which was initiated 
by Mrs. Melvin J. Jeffery of Arapahoe, Wyo
ming. 

As you can see from this file, Mr. Clyde w. 
Hobbs, Superinte.ndent of the Wind River 
Indian Reservation, Fort Washakie, Wyo
ming, indicated that flooding has occurred 
on the Little Wind River on numerous occa
sions and water has gotten into the yard 
and sometimes the house of the Jeffery resi
dence. On the other hand, a letter dated 
May 27 from Floyd E. Dominy of the Bureau 
of Reclamation indicates, and I quote, "In 
fact, the Corps of Engineers expressed a pre
liminary opinion that, while rthere was some 
flooding in the Wind River Basin, the prob
lem was not severe enough to warrant provi
sion of storage capacity specifically for flood 
control." 

The various statements contained in this 
correspondence seem somewhat inconsistent 
to me. I would appreciate it very much if 
you would initiate an immediate investiga
tion, in conjunction with the other govern
ment agencies which are represented in this 
correspondence, namely the Bureau of In
dian Affairs and the Bureau of Reclamation, 
in an attempt to provide relief, if necessary, 
to citizens residing along the Little Wind 
River. 

Since the major run-off has not yet come 
down from the high mountains of Wyoming, 
there is some emergency required in looking 
into this question as the run-off can be 
expected in the very near future. 

I await an early reply on this problem. 
Sincerely yours, 

CLIFFORD P. HANSEN, 
U.S. Senator. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, WIND 
RIVER INDIAN AGENCY, 

Fort Washakie, Wyo., July 16, 1968. 
Hon. CLIFFORD P. HANSEN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HANSEN: This letter is in re
gard to Mrs. Alta Jeffrey's flood ~oblems 
here on the Wind River Indian Reservation. 

On June 11, 1968, we received a copy of 
your letter to Lt. General W1lliam F. Cassidy, 
Corps of Engineers wherein you asked they 
initiate an immediate investigation along 
with other government agencies in an at
tempt to provide relief to the flood problems 
of citizens residing along the Little Wind 
River. Subsequently, we have had a telephone 
conversation with representatives of the 
Corps Office in Omaha, Nebraska. They stated 
to us that before they could investigate, it 
would be required that this request be made 
on the Senate flOOT as a part of the Congres
sional Record They also need an expression 
from the local people who wanted the inves
tigation Conducted by the Corps of Engi
neers. 

We are not knowledgeable about this proto
col, but assuming it to be correct, we advised 
the Shoshone and Arapahoe Tribes of this 
information and procedure. They drew Res
olution No. 1817 requesting you and the 
other Wyoming Congressional Delegation to 
take action through whatever channels nec
essary to conduct this investigation at the 
earliest possible date. They feel tha.t the res
olution serves to request your assistance and 
the requirement of the Corps of Engineers to 
show local interest. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLYDE W. HOBBS, 

Superintendent. 

RESOLUTION 1817 
Riesolution of Joint Business Council of the 

Shosihone and Arapaihoe Tribes, Wind River 
Indian Agency, Fort Washakie, Wyo. 
Whereas, the Shoohone and Arapahoe 

Tribes oif the Wind River Reservation are 

aware of the damage and danger ca.used by 
flood waters each yell4', and 

Whereas, it is in the best interests of the 
Wind River Tribes to fully develop and con
trol the waters arising upon and flowing 
through this Reservation, and 

Whereas, in order to accomplish these ends 
it is necessary to have complete and impar
tial investigations conducted on flood con
trol, power are reoreation potential. 

Now therefore, be it resolved that the J·oint 
Tribal Council request that the Wyoming 
Congressional Delegation take action through 
the proper Congressional channels to request 
the Army Oorps of Engineers to conduct 
these investigations at the earliest possible 
diate. 

We, the und·ersigned, as Chairman Of the 
Joint BUSil.ness Council Of the Shoshone and 
Arapahc.e Tribes, hereby certify that the 
Joint Business Council is composed of twelve 
(12) members, six (6) members of the Sho
shone Tribe and six (6) members of the 
Arapahoe Tribe, of whom four ( 4) members 
of the Shoshone Tribe and four (4) members 
of the Arapahoe Tribe oonstituting a quo
rum, were present at a meeting duly and 
regularly called, noticed, convened and held 
this 10th day of July, 1968; that the fore
going resolution was duly adopted by the 
affirmative vote o.f seven (7) members and 
the opposing vote of no ( O) members, and 
no (0) members not voting; chairman not 
voting and that the resolution has net been 
rescinded or amended in any way. 

Attest: 

ARNOLD HENDLEY, 
Chairman, 

Arapahoe Business Council. 
WALLACE ST. CLAIR, 

Chairman, 
Shoshone Business Council. 

LUCILLE McADAMS, 
Tribal Secretary. 

THE COUNTRY NEEDS SATURDAY 
MAIL DELIVERIES, AND SMALL 
POST OFFICES MUST BE RE
TAINED 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
. dent, I wish to make unequivocally clear 
my opposition to the proposal which 
would terminate Saturday mail deliveries 
by the Post Office Department. 

The Postmaster General has indicated 
that his proposal to stop Saturday mail 
delivery is the result of governmental 
economy restrictions which the Congress 
included in the recent surtax bill. 

Specifically, the Postmaster General 
has stated that Saturday delivery cur
tailment is related to manpower cuts or
dered in the surtax measure. That is one 
reason why I voted against the surtax 
bill and its meatax approach to econ
omy in Government. The failure to di
rect specific cuts toward wasteful pro
grams and programs which could be de
layed leaves hanging over us the con
stant threat of discontinuation of good 
programs and vital services. 

Cuts to eliminate waste and inef
ficiency have my fullest support, but I 
hardly believe that one can call the Sat
urday delivery of our mails wasteful or 
unnecessary. 

Therefore, I shall support pending leg
islation to exempt the mail-handling op
erations of the Post Office Department 
from manpower restrictions, and thus 
permit the Department to continue Sat
urday delivery service and to prevent the 
permanent closing of hundreds of third
and fourth-class post offices throughout 
the country, as weV. 
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AN ANSWER TO VIOLENCE 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the August 
issue of McCall's magazine contains an 
excellent study of violence in our society. 

McCall's editors have conducted an 
interesting and most revealing study of 
the many ways that violence is presented 
to the American public as a bizarre and 
most unfortunate form of entertainment. 
Their study delved into the degree of 
violence contained in books, television, 
movies, and even in the type of toys sold 
for the use of our children. 

The study points out among other 
things, that, ironically, the violence 
which is being thrusted upon the Amer
ican public through these various 
media is unwanted by the readers and 
viewers. 

Mr. James F. Fixx, McCall's editor in 
chief, asserts: 

Those who continue to exploit violence, 
whether in television, films, books, or the 
press may be in for some sharp and agoniz
ing reappraisals. 

I completely agree with Mr. Fixx and 
I commend him for this fine study. As 
Senators know, I have long been con
-cerned with this vital question of violence 
in our society. 

In 1964 I released a Juvenile De
linquency Subcommittee report which 
revealed the details of a thorough and 
extensive Subcommitte study of violence 
and sex on television. This study pointed 
out that televised violence can and does 
have very serious effects upon our 
-children. 

It was my hope at the time this study 
was released that it would bring pres
sure to bear upon all of the networks, 
and the Federal Communications Com
mission to clean up television programs. 
This has worked to a degree, and at the 
present time these programs do not 
contain as much sex and violence as they 
did prior to the 1964 study. I am, how
ever, still not satisfied with the content 
<>f these programs and will continue to 
do all in my power to see that they are 
further improved. 

As a part of our continuing study of 
violence in the mass media, I recently 
had occasion to see an advertising pro
motional preview of the full-length 
movie "Stranger in Town." This was a 
series of scenes from this motion pic
ture that were, to put it frankly, sadistic, 
brutal, and shocking. In my judgment, 
films of this type constitute a most 
serious threat to the welfare of our chil
dren and our Nation. This is the type 
of film which I hope we can :finally and 
forever remove from our television 
screens. 

Another area of study, which has also 
been motivated by our desire to eradicate 
violence from the American scene, is my 
7-year battle to enaet strict Federal fire
arms control legislation. This cherished 
goal, fortunately, is about to be realized. 

McCall's study will certainly assist us 
toward these goals. 

Mr. President, I commend this splendid 
study to my colleagues and ask unani
mous consent that the full text of the 
article appear in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AN ANSWER TO VIOLENCE 

"Is violence an ineradicable fact of Ameri
can life? Some people say that our violence 
grows out of a frontier heritage in which a 
person learned to shoot first, ask questions 
later. And this heritage, they insist, has put 
down such deep roots in our society that 
nothing can be done about it. 

"McCall's disagrees. We believe there are 
specific causes for the violence that ha,s dis
figured much of our recent history. We also 
believe that the women of this country rep
resent a powerful counterforce and are ready 
to act. Those who continue to exploit vio
lence, whether in television, film, books, or 
the press, may be in for s9me sharp and 
agonizing reappraisals. 

"McCall's editors have undertaken a ma
jor study of violence in American life. Among 
the findings are at least two significant ref
utations of widely held views: 

"First, it is untrue that Americans have a 
deep need for violence. In far too many cases, 
violence has been foisted on them in the 
mistaken notion that this is what they want. 

"Second, it is untrue that nothing can be 
done. The report below suggests a program 
for the making of a safer America."-James 
F. Fixx, editor. 

The a.Ssassina tion of a distinguished figure 
high in public life rivets the horrified atten
tion of the entire world on that particular 
act of violence and the particular people im
mediately affected by it. But our shock and 
concern are after the fact. The act has been 
committed. There is nothing we can do about 
it except grieve. Yet for every killing of a 
President Kennedy or a Doctor King or a Sen
ator Kennedy, there are thousands of daily 
acts of violence in every section of America. 
For these we can and must take responsi
bility. 

We can begin by facing the appalling facts 
about the violence that has become part of 
the fabric of American life. 

First, we can face the fact of crime, the 
nation's number-one concern. McCall's re
searchers, in analyzing FBI statistics gath
ered from police departments 1n the nation's 
cities and towns during 1967, found there 
had been a fearsome increase in all types of 
crime: 

Murders (1967) 
Total murders _________________ _ 

Murdered by handgun (per-
cent) ----------------------Murdered by rifle (percent) __ _ 

Murdered by shotgun (per-
cent) ----------------------

Murdered by knife (percent) __ _ 
Other (percent)-------------

Increase over previous year (per-
cent) ----------------------

Serious crimes (1967) 

Robberies ---------------------
Increase over 1966 (percent) __ _ 

Robberies committed with guns __ 
Aggravated assault _____________ _ 
Increase over 1966 (percent)---
Aggravated assault committed 

with guns ------------------
Burglaries --------------------
Increase over 1966 (percent)-----
Larceny $50 and over __________ _ 
Increase over 1966 (percent)-----Auto thefts __________________ _ 
Increase over 1966 (percent)-----Forcible rapes __________________ _ 
Increase over 1966 (percent) ___ _ 
Rapes committed by persons un-

der age 25-------------------
Crimes committed by children un-

12,350 

44 
7 

9 
23 
17 

12 

194,843 
27 

50,000 
250,344 

8 

50,068 
1,514,030 

16 
1, 028, 100 

16 
640,400 

17 
27, 609 

9 

15,000 

der 10 through 17 ___________ 1,611,832 

Note the number of murders and serious 
crimes in which guns were used. In his June 
6 plea for federal gun-control laws, President 
Johnson said that every year two mlllion 
guns are bought by civilians. This indicates 
that over the past ten years at least twenty 
million guns have been sold and are now in 
the hands of American civlliant;J. It also 

means that the American people are as heav
ily armed as our armed forces-possibly more 
so. 

What can you do to help disarm America? 
The problem is two-fold: ( 1) Ironclad gun
control laws must be enacted on both the 
federal and state levels; (2) citizens must be
gin now to disarm voluntarily without wait
ing for laws to be passed. 

Since the assassination of President Ken
nedy, bills aimed at controlling the owner
ship of guns have been introduced again and 
again into the Congress. All have been de
feated. At the same time, legislation that 
would have enabled the states to exercise 
stringent controls over guns has failed to win 
passage. 

Needed at once is a flood of letters from 
McCall's readers to Senate sponsors of fed
eral gun-control legislation. They are: Sen
ator Thomas Dodd, Senator Edward M. Ken
nedy, Senator Edward Brooke, and Senator 
Joseph D. Tydings. Write to them in care of 
the United States Senate, Washington, D.C., 
supporting their efforts to pass strict gun
control legislation without further delay. 
Also write to the governor of your state and 
to your state legislators at your state capital, 
insisting on immediate passage of strong and 
enforceable gun-control measures. 

Next, find out how your Congressional and 
Senatorial candidates stand on the issue of 
gun-control legislation. Get names and ad
dresses of the men who are running for office 
in your state and Congressional elections in 
November. Write them, asking for their 
stands on gun-control legislation. If their 
answers are evasive or unsatisfactory, write 
and inform them that you do not intend to 
give them your vote in the coming elections 
and state flatly why. 

On the private level, you can help begin 
to disarm America by encouraging members 
of your family who own firearms to go at 
once to their local police stations and regis
ter them-or, better yet, dispose of them. 
Encourage your friends and neighbors to take 
similar actions. 

Now look again at the crime statistics for 
last year. Note that there was a 12 percent 
increase in murders. At this rate, by the time 
a five-year-old child becomes fifteen, there 
wm be approximately 34,500 murders per 
year. 

Americans can no longer remain bystand
ers. There are many ways you can help the 
law-enforcement agencies in your town or 
city. The National Council of Women, after 
exhaustive studies of how citizens can com
plement the work of the law-enforcement 
agencies, has drawn up the following check
list for women: 

1. Set up citizen information centers, and 
convene educational meetings to launch local 
citizen compaigns. 

2. Work to ensure better lighting on the 
streets and in the parks. 

3. Become informed about the quality of 
preventive services at the community level, 
and become involved in their improvement. 

4. Be sure there are job-referral and place
ment centers for offenders. If there are none, 
work with the community to establish them. 

5. Inquire into and visit detention homes, 
juvenile courts, and children and family 
courts to see where you as a volunteer are 
needed. Volunteer your skills as as seam
stress, artist, typist, knitter, flower arranger, 
recreational worker, etc. 

6. Serve on juries. 
7. Be concerned with the kind of laws that 

are passed, and act at the community level 
to eliminate unenforceable laws. 

8. Make sure women are appointed to 
boards of local and state penal and correc
tive institutions. 

9. Encourage women to serve on police 
forces. 

10. Be sure that criminal processes operate 
equally for the poor; combat the tendency 
to establish dual standards of law enforce
ment. 
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11. Work to combat the alienation between 

Negroes and police. 
12. Work t.o improve race relations. 
13. Hold elecred officials aocountable for 

the efficiency and perfonnance of the police 
force. 

14. Help to change the atmosphere in the 
community toward correction services so 
that there will be acceptance of their im
portance and of their worth. 

15. Educate young people about law, law 
enforcement, crime, and their civic responsi
bilities. 

16. Work toward the eradication of the 
social conditions that induce crime; volun
reer to assist in existing social agencies. 

A Gallup poll, conducted the day Senator 
Kennedy was shot, asked, "What steps do 
you think should be taken to prevent such 
violence in the future?" In addition to men
tioning the need for gun-control laws, the 
ref!pondents stressed the need for "removing 
programs of violence from television." 

For those who are unaware of the exrent 
of violence on relevision, our rsearchers ana
lyzed the television listings, including tele
vised movies, in the New York Times and 
TV Guide for the weeks of June 2 (the week 
Senator Kennedy was assassinated) as well 
as the week immediately following his death 
(June 9). Here is what they found: 

WEEK OF JUNE 2, 1968, 6 P.M. TO 1 A.M. 

Total time 
(in hours) 

Percent of 
air time 

Westerns ___ ------- -- -------- 14 6 
Horror, mystery, suspense_ ____ 19 8 
SPY-------------- ------ ----- 8 3 
Crime (detective, courtroom, 

etc.) ___ --- ---- ------------ 17 7 
War, adventure_______________ 19 8 
News coverage of wa r, violence_ 24 10 
Other ___ _ ------------------- 9 4 

~~~~~~~~~ 

TotaL__ ______________ 110 46 

WEEK OF JUNE 9, 1968, 6 P.M. TO 1 A.M. 

Total time 
(in hours) 

Percent of 
air time 

Westerns ___ ----------------- 18 7 

r~;~~r~ -~!~~~~:-~~~~~~~~===== 21 l~ 
Crime (detective, courtroom, 

etc.)_____ __ ____________ ___ 12 5 
War, adventure______ ____ _____ 49 2

12
0 

News coverage of war, violence_ 30 
Other_ ___ - - --- - ------------- 5 2 

~~~~~~~~~ 

Tota'------------------ 144 59 

Our researchers also looked into the mat
ter of prizefights on television. They discov
ered that the total number of families watch
ing men inflict bloody injuries on one an
other in the four most recent major profes
sional bouts on TV came to an astounding 
33,081.400. 

How, then, can such television programs 
be eliminared? As McCall's suggested last 
month, you can do much toward this end. 
If even half of our fifteen million women 
readers will take the following steps, the 
major TV networks will soon be faced by an 
irresistible argument for discontinuing pro
grams of violence: 

1. Keep track of all programs of violence 
(including movies) that you believe have an 
unsettling or brutalizing effect on young 
people. Nore the networks on which these 
programs are shown. 

2. Write to the president of each network 
(see note), listing objectionable programs by 
title and asking that they be replaced by 
other fare. 

3. Keep up this activity for an indefinite 
period. 

McCall's attempted, unsuccessfully, to ob
tain statistics on the number of violent mo
tion pictures that were released to theaters 
around the country last year. No breakdown 
existed, nor was it possible for our research-

ers to persuade the individual motion-pic
ture companies to provide such breakdowns, 
together with attendance figures. Nonethe
less, it is painfully obvious to anyone who 
merely reads the advertisements and reviews 
that violence in movies is on the increase. 

Last month, we suggested that you com
pile your personal list of objectionable 
movies and send it to Mr. Jack Valenti, Pres
ident, Motion Picture Association of Amer
ica, Inc., 522 Fifth Avenue, New York, N.Y. 
10036, asking him to regisrer your objections 
with the motion-picture executives respon
sible for each of the films on your list. Keep 
this up for a month or two, and encourage 
your neighbors to do the same. . 

A second effective way to cut down on the 
showing of , violent films is to find out the 
names of the owners of your local thearers 
and drive~ins. Each time a violent movie is 
being played in one of these houses, write 
the owner and inform him of your family's 
intent to boycott it. Your local exhibitor will 
feel the effect of a community boycott and 
will eventually request his national distribu
tion agency to oil'er him a wider selection of 
films, including nonviolent ones. 

There is much evidence of the damaging 
effect of violent toys on the development of 
a child's personality. It is widely believed 
that the boy who has played with knives and 
guns and rockets and jets as a youngsrer is 
quite likely to think of war and violence as 
an extension of his childhood activities. 

(NOTE.-NBC: Mr. Robert Sarnoff, Presi
dent, Radio Corporation of America, 30 
Rockefeller Plaza, New York, N.Y. 10020 

(ABC: Mr. Leonard H. Goldenson, Presi
dent, The American Broadcasting Co., Inc., 
1330 Avenue of the Americas, New York, N.Y. 
10019 

(CBS: Dr. Frank Stanton, President, Co
lumbia Broadcasting System, Inc., 51 West 
52nd Street, New York, N.Y. 10019) 

McCall's found most top manufacturers 
reluctant to give figures on the .number of 
warlike toys manufactured and sold every 
year; but we were able to get an estimate 
on the annual sale of toy guns. It comes to 
$130,000,000. 

An increasing number of manufacturers 
are offering constructive, creative toys and 
playthings, available almost everywhere. En
courage these manufacturers by buying their 
products, and discourage those who sell guns, 
rockets, Vietnamese planes shot full of holes, 
and other toy replicas of the machines of 
war-by not buying. . 

Even books are contributing to today's 
dangerous climate, as an analysis of the book 
listings for the year 1967 in Publishers' 
Weekly, the industry's leading trade publi-
cation, indicates. · 

BOOKS PUBLISHED IN 1967 

Violent 

Fiction ____ ------------~--- 226 of 699 ____ ____ _ _ 
Mystery, suspense_ - - ---- --- 228 of 252 _________ _ 
Nonfiction ____ ------------- 347 of l ,21L ______ _ 
Children's books _____ _______ 59 of 279 __________ _ 

TotaL _________ _____ 860 of 2,44L ______ _ 

Percent 

33 
90 
29 
21 
36 

One hopeful footnote: Of the twenty 
best-selling books in the same year, not 
one could be described as exploiting violence. 
Possibly this will help convince thoughtful 
publishers that there are more salable sub
jects than murder and mayhem. 
·June 7, as the body of Senator Kennedy 

lay in state at Saint Patrick's Cathedral in 
New York City, almost a million men, wom
en, and children stood in line for an aver
age of six hours. They stood patiently, 
peacefully, in ninety-degree heat, waiting to 
enter the cathedral-because they cared. 

Now, if this concerned million and tens 
of mill1ons more, will only care enough to 
perform some responsible public act of pro
test, we believe America will have begun to 
find its answer to violence. 

-MARY KERSEY HARVEY. 

STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF THE 
CONFIRMATION OF THE NOMINA
TION OF JUDGE THORNBERRY AS 
SUPREME COURT JUDGE 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

I supPQrt with great pleasure the Presi
dent's nomination of Judge Thornberry 
to be an Associate Justice of the U.S. 
Supreme Court. This is a promotion with
in the judicial system and Judge Thorn
berry's great legal experience gives him 
outstanding qualifications. At the Uni
versity of Texas Law School and as a 
U.S. district and circuit court judge, 
his record shows him to be a man of 
great ability and solid judgment. As a 
former Representative, Judge Thornber
ry has also dealt with the area of law 
formulation and intent. 

Whether as a Representative or in his 
position as Federal district and then as 
circuit judge, we have all seen Judge 
Thornberry act with restraint, with 
moderation, and yet with compassion 
and understanding toward the serious 
problems facing this country. Whether 
serving in the legislative or judicial 
branch of Government, he is not afraid 
to act. He realizes that no part of our 
government can insulate itself from con~ 
troversial issues. As a circuit judge, Mr. 
Thornberry has played a part in signifi
cant constitutional decisions affecting a 
number of our basic freedoms. These 
same basic freedoms are destined to re
main a very significant area for Supreme 
Court rulings. 

Although Judge Thornberry's experi
ence eminently qualifies him to join the 
select group of Judges privileged to sit on 
the highest court in the land, I am sup
porting Judge Thornberry for personal as 
well as professional reasons. I knew 
Homer Thornberry while he was working 
his way through the University of Texas 
Law School as a chief deputy sheriff of 
Travis County, at Austin, Tex., while I 
was a State district judge, serving in the 
same courthouse with him. And I 
watched him go after graduation into 
the State Legislruture of Texas. After 5 
years in the legislature, he became an 
able and effi.cient prosecuting district at
torney in Austin before he entered the 
Navy in World War II. After 4 years in 
the Navy he returned as a commissioned 
offi.cer, and served as mayor pro tempo re 
of the city of Austin before he started 
his national career by being elected to 
Congress in 1948. 

As a friend and fellow Texan, I have 
watched Judge Thornberry grow and 
season as all of us hope to do. He is a 
man with a very, very broad background 
in public service in executive, legislative, 
and judicial capacities. He has filled all 
of them with distinction, but if I had to 
pick out one characteristic of Justice 
Thornberry, I would say that his hall
mark is what laymen call horsesense, 
and the lawyers call sound judgment. 

Mr. President, I have recently received 
a copy of a letter from Chief Judge John 
R. Brown, of the Fifth Circuit Court of 
Appeals, to the chairman of the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary. As chief 
judge of the court of which Judge 
Thornberry served for 3 years, Judge 
Brown is in a unique position to assess 
Judge Thornberry's abilities and capabil-
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ities as a potential Supreme Court Jus
tice. I have not found more eloquent tes
timony in behalf of Judge Thornberry or 
any other judicial appointee by a more 
qualified man. Chief Judge Brown's letter 
is more than a testimonial to Judge 
Thornberry. In a broader sense, it nar
rates in a superb way the qualifications 
we would look for in hunting a superior 
judge. The letter is both a testimonial to 
Judge Thornberry and an eloquent testi
monial of the wisdom, perception, and 
breadth of judicial understanding of the 
extremely able and gifted chief judge 
who wrote it. Because the committee is 
now considering Judge Thornberry's 
qualifications and abilities, I ask unani
mous· consent that Judge Brown's letter 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FIFTH Cmcurr, 
U.S. CoURT OF .APPEALS, 

July 10, 1968. 
Hon. JAMES 0. EASTLAND, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, D.C. · 
MY DEAR SENATOR EASTLAND: It is my privi

lege to affirm to you, your fellow committee 
members, and to the Sen81te as a. whole, my 
high esteem for the professional, judicial 
qualifications of Judge Homer Thornberry, 
nominated to be an Associate JUSltice of the 
United States Supreme Court. 

As you know, Judge Thornberry came to 
the Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit in 
July of 1965. He has thus served with us 
through three full court years {1965-66; 
1966-67; 1967-68). 

Both as one of his associate Judges and 
now {since July 17, 1967) as the Chief Judge, 
I know intimately and firsthand the tremen
dous talents of this dedicated public servant. 

He is a. vigorous, industrious worker. He 
has more than carried hls full share enthu
siastically and without shirking. This is a 
real tribute in view of the explosive growth 
of our docket in these few three years {10'79 
filings in 1965-66 and 1340 in the year just 
closed). Burt industry, putting in the hours 
of struggle, is not enough. A Judge now must 
be an effective worker. Judge Thornberry is 
blessed with this capacity and this includes 
a number of skills. One is a capacity to make 
up his mind. Closely akin is the capacity
once a decision has been reached by an open
minded consideration of the problem and the 
contrary views of others--to 81dhere to a de
termination once m.ade. This is an absence 
of that trait so unfortunate in a Judge who 
suffers from the torment of vacillation. 

Next, he has the capacity to write and write 
effectively. This is, finally, the test for an 
Appellate Judge. His opinions are pieces of 
excellent professional craftsmanship, reveal
ing organized thinking, analysis, dlscussion 
and decision. They bear the mark of high lit
erary quality and a style that is both re81d.able 
and understandable. He writes not only effec
tively, but with productive dispatch so that 
he makes a continuous current contribution 
to the output of our Court {over 1000 opin
ions this year). In volume of work done, opin
ions written, his output is at or near the top. 

Fortunately, too, these capacities are cath
olic in nature, free of parochialism, either 
geographic, economic or in specialized fields 
of the law. He handles and writes well, and 
has done so, in all areas of the law----CT'iminal, 
civil, state-oriented diversity problems cover
ing the whole of life's experience as well as 
fed,eral question cases including, of course, 
the ever pre·valent cases invoking the Federal 
Constitution. Undoubtedly his long experi
ence in elective public life, and especially in 
the Congress, has given him both breadth of 
outlook and the tools of understanding. 

To the work-a-day problems of judging 
as such, court administration is now more 
and more important. The bench, the Bar, 
the cause of justice needs leadership and 
action in this field. No better place to find 
such leadership than on the United States 
Supreme Court could ever exist. Judge 
Thornberry has unusual talents for this ac
tivity. He has handled, with great efficiency, 
a number of administrative matters dele
gated to him by me as Chief Judge. 

But these things-essential as they are to 
the Judge, and especially the good Judge-
pertain primarily to the professional crafts
manlike skills. What is more vital is su
perior intelligence, wisdom, judgment, a 
disposition to hear, consider, weigh, with a 
mind as open and as free of predilection as 
possible for human beings, and then make a 
decision. He has these qualities in great 
store. He would, of course, be the first to 
deny this. And this highlights another qual
ity-now so rare--a genuine humility, a 
modest disclaimer which undoubtedly leads 
him to leave nothing undone in work, study, 
research and hammering out the finished 
product to assure himself of the right de
cision as he sees it. 

Although, as Chief Judge, I would not con
sider that I have a right to speak for the 
Court itself, or to bind even the Judges as 
members thereof, to a matter of this kind, 
I know from the close association we all 
have and the extended discussions we have 
h81d among ourselves since the President sent 
Judge Thornberry's nomination to the Sen
ate, that all share these views which I have 
tried to express. To a man, all look upon 
Judge Thornberry as an able, energetic and 
conscientious person having exceptional tal
ents as a Judge which he has demonstrated 
in his service with us. We will miss him 
sorely on the Fifth Circuit, but we know 
that, with all of these qualities, both as a 
man and as a Judge, he would make a dis
tinguished Associate Justice of the Supreme 
Court. 

I am taking the liberty of sending copies 
of this letter to your distinguished associ
ates on the Committee and to my fellow 
Texans, Senators Yarborough and Tower. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN R. BROWN, 

Chief Judge, 
Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals. 

NEW ENGLAND GOVERNORS CALL 
FOR STUDY OF REGION'S HIGH 
ELECTRICITY RATES 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, in its 

constant support of continuing appro
priations for the planning and the con
struction of the Dickey-Lincoln hydro
electric project on the St. John River in 
northern Maine, the Senate has recog
nized the seriousr..iess of New England's 
high electric rates and has acknowledged 
that something must be done to change 
this pattern. The Senate has not been 
alone. Public and private citizens 
throughout New England have felt these 
costs most immediately and have urged 
effective action. 

Finding that "New England electric 
consumers, residential, commercial and 
industrial, pay the highest rates in the 
continental United States for their elec
tricity and that this high cost of power is 
an obvious detriment to our region's pros
perity and continued economic develop
ment," the New England Governors 
Conf ere nee recently called for a 6-
month study of the electric industry in 
New England. In their most recent meet
ing, held in Stowe, Vt., the Governors 
of all six States recognized the impor-

tance of finding-once and for all-the 
causes of these rates and what can be 
done to lower them. 

I feel certain that the findings of this 
study will support the importance of the 
construction of the Dickey-Lincoln hy
droelectric facility. Our region can no 
longer afford to handicap the welfare of 
its citizens and the development of its 
industries by tolerating such high power 
costs. 

So that Senators may more closely 
examine the feelings of the six Gover
nors of the New England States in this 
regard, I ask unanimous consent that 
the relevant articles from the June 29 
issue of the Burlington, Vt., Free Press 
and the Barre-Montpelier, Vt., Times
Argus be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD,. as follows: 
[From the Burlington {Vt.) Free Press, June 

29, 1968) 
CHIEF ExECUTIVES REQUEST NEW ENGLAND 

POWER STUDY 
STOWE.-A call for a massive, six-month 

study of the electric industry in New 'Eng
land was sounded here Friday by the gover
nors of the six states in the region. 

The New England Governors Conference 
also approved of companion action designed 
to monitor the impact of new nuclear power 
plants on the region's environment, partic
ularly its waters. 

In a formal resolution sponsored by Ver
mont Gov. Hoff, the Governors Conference 
noted that the power rates in the region are 
the highest in the nation and that those high 
rates are "an obvious detriment to our re
gion's prosperity and its continued economic 
development." 

The resolution called for an armistice in 
the running battle between public and pri
vate power 81dvocates and said the goal must 
be improved planning and lower rates. 

The study will be undertaken in coopera
tion with the Fed·eral Power Commission, the 
New England River Basins Commission, the 
New England COnference of Public Utilities 
Commissioners and the Electric Coordinating 
Council of New England, which is the infor
mation and lobbying agency for the private 
power companies. 

Hoff, who is chai.rman of the New England 
Governors Conference, has long led the effort 
to get lower power rates in the region. 

His proposal for a broad study of the elec
tric power industry in New England came in 
response to a. suggestion made by his old 
friend, Charles R. Ross, a member of the FPC 
and former chairman of the Vermont Public 
Service Board. 

In a recent FPO decision, Ross urged the 
New England governors and their regulatory 
agency officials to request the FPO to embark 
on a comprehensive survey of New England's 
power system. 

Ross said the FPC was unable to initiate 
such an inquiry on its own, but could move 
into the region at the request of the states. 

The survey will be designed to explore: 
Integration of the "small and fragmented" 

power systems in New England. 
The impact of current industry expansion 

plans on power costs. 
Coordination of river basin development in 

conjunction with a "more economic electric 
bulk power supply." 

Steps to help the private power companies 
lower costs. 

The potential role of out-of-state power 
development projects, such as New York 
State's new venture into nuclear power de
velopment, in meeting New England's power 
needs. 

The New England River Basins Commis
sions also told the governors it has a task 



22350 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 19, 1968 
force working with power companies to help 
select sites for future power plants and to 
protect natural resources from being dam
aged by those plan ts. 

[From the Barre-Montpelier (Vt.) Times
Argus, June 29, 1968] 

PLAN STUDY: NORTHEAST GOVERNORS TALK 
POWER COSTS 

STOWE.-The New England governors Fri
day initiated a broadbased study into the 
high power rates of the region because it 
found them to be an "obvious detriment" 
for future prosperity. 

Gov. Philip H. Hoff called for the New 
England Regional Commission to work with 
the Federal Power Commission to undertake 
the six-month probe. 

Also to be included in the investigation 
will be the New England River Basins Com
mission, the New England Public Utilities 
Commissioners and the Electric Coordinat
ing Council of New England. 

The coordinating council is the arm of 
the New England private power industry. 

The governors found that the "New 
England electric consumers, residential, 
commercial and industrial, pay the highest 
rates in the continental United States for 
their electricity and this high cost of power 
is art obvious detriment to our region's pros
perity and continued economic develop
ment." 

This finding on part of the chief execu
tives is calculated to give the Federal Power 
Commission the authority to look into the 
New England region. 

The FPC found in its monumental federal 
power survey of 1964, that the New England 
Power rates should decrease by 40 percent by 
1980. 

Hoff and his old friend, Charles R. Ross 
of Vermont, a member of the Federal Power 
Commission, have long been agitating for 
lower regional rates. 

Ross, who will be leaving the commission 
soon suggested the FPC study in a decision 
on the Northfield Mountain power project 
case. 

Hoff picked up the suggestion and was 
able to get the other five governors to join 
him. 

The governors met in a private meeting on 
Thursday night before the public session, 
where the decisions are usually hammered 
out. 

Until recently the southern New England 
governors haven't been as enthusiastic as 
Hoff in pushing the private power com
panies, which dominate the region, for low
er rates. 

However Hoff has been joined in pushing 
the utilities by Maine's Democratic Gov. 
Kenneth M. Curtis. 

The probe into the region's power cost 
will study if the small New England sys
tems couldn't be integrated in order to get 
lower costs. 

There has been by the private utilities 
work toward that direction. The biggest 
move is the proposal to merge three big New 
England electrical companies into one. 

The investigation into the region's power 
rates will also include the expansion plans 
of the private utiUties; the use of other 
agencies to help in the development of power 
supplies and what should the public agen
cies be doing in order to help the private 
power industry to get lower rates. 

Also the study committee was asked to 
"determine what role any public power gen
erating facility, not necessarily in New 
England, could play in efforts to secure lower 
rates. 

EMERGENCY TREATMENT OF WA-
TERSHEDS HELPS PREVENT 
DAMAGE FROM WILDFIRE 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, when 

'9.re destroys the protective vegetative 

cover on watersheds, immediate treat
ment is needed to prevent or reduce re
sultant flood damage. 

During the past 12 months, the Forest 
Service of the U.S. Department of Agri
culture-together with other Federal, 
State and local agencies-has applied 
such emergency treatment to more than 
55,000 acres on a burned area in Idaho. 

The expenditure of about $117 ,100 of 
flood prevention emergency funds as
sisted in the prevention of potential mil
lions of dollars of downstream damages 
and alleviated threats to life and prop
erty. 

Emergency measures applied included 
aerial grass-seeding of burned areas to 
establish a protective plant cover, chan
nel clearing and stabilization measures, 
and emergency treatment of roads and 
fuel-breaks to prevent erosion. 

These emergency programs are co
operative ventures. All interests pool 
their resources to meet a common threat. 
The emergency funds are often only a 
segment of the total contribution, but act 
as a mechanism for getting emergency 
treatment on the ground quickly 
through decisive action to alleviate the 
threatening hazards. 

The Sundance fire in Boundary and 
Bonner Counties, Idaho, is an example of 
a fire rehabilitation effort assisted by 
flood prevention emergency funds. 

The Sundance fire in August 1967 
burned 55,910 acres of mountainous ter
rain with steep slopes and very erosive 
soil. Approximately one-third of the land 
is under national forest jurisdiction and 
the remainder in State and private own
ership. It destroyed the protective cover 
of vegetation which has prevented soil 
erosion on the area and subsequent flood 
and sediment damage to the area below. 

The burned area was a potential flood, 
sediment and debris source area. It was 
a threat to agricultural, residential, 
commercial, and utility property located 
along and in the vicinity of Pack River 
which flows into Pend Oreille Lake, and 
Ruby and Fall Creeks which drain into 
Deep Creek which in turn flows into the 
Kootenai River. Lying in the paths of 
the potential floodwaters and debris flows 
are several hundred acres of cultivated 
land, irrigation and domestic water sup
ply systems, sawmills, bridges, rural 
roads, Federal Highway 95, the Great 
Northern Railroad and the Spokane In
ternational Railroad. 

The replacement cost of threatened 
highway bridges and road sections was 
estimated to be $260,000. Annual flood 
damages to agricultural lands along the 
Pack River were estimated to be $10,000. 
Potential damages to the spawning 
areas for the Kamloops trout were not 
estimated. However, damages to this 
fishery due to sedimentation could have 
been so high as to create a long-lasting 
impact on the multimillion-dollar rec
reation industry in northern Idaho. 

Reports and plans were prepared by 
field personnel of the Forest Service in 
cooperation with the Soil Conservation 
Service, the Agricultural StabiUzation 
and Conservation Service and the State 
of Idaho. 

The total cost was shared as follows: 
State of Idaho, $112,800; Forest Service, 

$300,600; flood prevention funds, $117,
)00. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RESEARCH 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, an article, 
written by Orr Kelly, and published iri 
the Washington Evening Star of July 16, 
1968, suggests that recent congressional 
criticism of certain Defense Department 
research was based merely on a sampling 
of certain project titles which are ad
mitted to be inaccurate. 

Ref erring to the testimony of Dr. John 
S. Foster before the Senate Subcommit
tee on Defense Appropriations, Mr .• Kelly 
discusses the problems faced by Defense 
officials in explaining titles of research 
programs which do not adequately de
scribe the subject under investigation. In 
his prepared statement, Dr. Foster told 
the committee to ''be cautious in making 
assumptions or decisions about the sig
nificance or relevance of an R. & D. proj
ect when you know only the project's 
title." 

Mr. President, I am pleased that the 
Director of Defense Research and Engi
neering has taken the trouble to clarify 
the matter of misleading titles. But more 
important is the question of research 
sponsorship, management, usefulness 
and its impact on policy. 

These aspects of the Defense research 
effort were examined most carefully by 
the Committee on Foreign Relations with 
Dr. Foster on May 9, 1968. His testimony, 
and that given later by Adm. Hyman 
Rickover, made it quite clear to me that 
the manner in which these research pro
grams are carried out leaves much to be 
desired. Much more is involved than in
correct titles. 

I was startled to hear, for example, 
that the Department of Defense con
siders organizations which receive almost 
all, if not all, their funds from the mili
tary to be private institutions. Thus the 
salaries and expense accounts of their 
senior officials are beyond public scru
tiny. I pointed out at the time that "any
time the taxpayer pays 85 percent, you 
are talking mythology when you say it 
is private. It may be secret, but it is 
not private if it is publicly supported." 

The Committee on Foreign Relations 
also discovered a most unusual situation 
in which a study called Pax Americana 
exists in identical classifled and un
classified form. Evidently, the unclassi
fied version was unknown to military 
officials for some time after the Pentagon 
placed a "secret" label on its copies. I 
might add that the conclusions of this 
study contribute little to our knowledge 
of international affairs, and do not 
justify the cost of $84,000. 

It is these kinds of problems that have 
interested me and my colleagues. No 
quick assumptions were made regarding 
any specific project merely by looking 
at the names given to them, no matter 
how inaccurate they might be. 

Orr Kelly is correct in mentioning 
Senate interest and concern; but the 
objective is to assure that Federal re
search funds are spent appropriately. 
Unfortunately, this has not always been 
the case in the past. 
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Mr. President, without objection, I ask 

unanimous consent that the article en
titled "Probing Witchcraft, Divers, 
Italian" be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PROBING WITCHCRAFT, DIVERS, ITALIAN 

(By Orr Kelly) 
The Defense Department's top research 

man has finally figured what it will take to 
get some of his Capitol Hill critics off his 
back: a good headline writer. 

Dr. John S . . Foster Jr., director of Defense 
Research and Engineering, was disturbed re
cently when the staff of one congressional 
committee leafed through the titles of some 
of his research reports and come up with a 
handful of doozies like these: 

"Upper Limits to Safety for Primaquine in 
Sensitive Italians." 

"Cold Adapation of Korean Women Divers." 
"Witchcraft, Sorcery, Magic and Other 

Psychological Phenomena in the Congo and 
Implications for Military and Paramilitary 
Operations." 

Every year, Foster appears before several 
congressional committees and reads essen
tially the same testimony-a thick book de
scribing the department's vast research op
eration-to all of them. 

But this year, after hearing some of the 
criticism, Foster did a little in-house research 
and added a whole new section to his testi
mony to explain and defend some of his ap
parently more far-out research projects. 

He told the Senate Subcommittee on De
fense Appropriations that a check of titles 
for research projects showed "only about 50-
60 percent of the titles are adequate, and 
that about 10-15 percent of the titles are 
completely nondescriptive." 

He even came up with a little lulu his crit
ics had missed. 

"One title that might amuse you, for ex
ample," he told the committee, "is 'Surface 
Waves on Symmetrical Three-layer . Sand
wiches.'" 

He went on to explain the subject under 
study was not pastrami and cheese on a 
double-twisted roll but a "basic phenomenon 
in the integrated solid-state circuitry re
quired for advanced computers and for much 
advanced electronic equipment." 

His explanations of other reports singled 
out by his critics also suggested that the 
problems lay more in the titles than in the 
reports themselves. 

The study on sensitive Italians was under
taken, he explained, because many dark
complexioned people got a bad reaction from 
antimalaria drugs. The study was carried on 
in Italy, he said, because there is a good re
search center in Genoa and a lot of Italians. 

The Korean women divers are able to tol
erate 50-degree water-"the most severe cold 
exposure that humans are known to endure 
voluntarily." The $25!000 research project 
could help improve the Navy's ab111ty to op
erate effectively under water. 

The wt tchcraft study-whJ.ch Foster said is 
"rapidly becoming our most farnous"-was 
requested by the Army because "senior m111-
tary officers have reported many instances o! 
dealing with military situations in developing 
nations where witchcraft, sorcery and magic 
have played a significant role." 

One man-week of work was devoted to the 
report, which simply pulled together infor
mation already available, and it cost only $522 
Foster said. 

"Critics of this modest, operationally re
quested effort are badly mistaken," he added. 

Foster also dipped back into history to 
show that other researches have also had title 
problems. In 1941, he said, Norbert Weiner 
wrote a paper with the title of "Extrapola
tion, Interpolation and Smoothing of Sta
tionary Time Series"-a paper which led to 
the development of the science of cybernetics 
and the whole computer field. · 

The trouble with the title problem, as far 
as Foster is concerned, is that it has focused 
attention on a very tiny part of his research 
program-giving the impression that much of 
the research the Pentagon does is frivolous 
and wasteful, a fruitful target for the budget 
cutter's ax. 

Most of the criticism has been directed at 
the social science research program involving 
only $18.3 million a year-peanuts when com
pared with the Pentagon's research budget of 
a little over $8 billion. 

Like other department heads. Foster is 
going to have to cut back his budget as part 
of the effort to reduce the 1969 budget by $6 
billion. But he pleaded with the appropria
tions committee to give him as much fiexi
b111ty as possible in deciding where to cut. 

After all, after his recent unpleasant, ex
perience, Foster may want to spend a few 
extra dollars to hire a good headline writer. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, is there further morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, morn
ing business is concluded. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk proceed

ed to call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CITATION FOR CONTEMPT OF THE 
SENATE 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of Senate Resolution 379. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso
lution will be stated by title. 

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A 
resolution <S. Res. 379) citing Jeff Fort 
for contempt of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution, as 
follows: 

S. RES. 379 
Resolved, That the President of the Senate 

certify the report of the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations of the United States 
Senate on the appearance of Jeff Fort before 
the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on In
vestigations of the Committee on Govern
ment Operations on July 9, 1968, in Wash
ington, District of Columbia, at which he-

( 1) refused to answer one question, 
(2) refused to answer any and all ques

tions that were to be put to him by the 
subcommittee, 

(3) departed tln.e hearing without leave, 
such conduct and refusals to answer ques
tions being pertinent to the subject matter 
under inquiry, together with all the facts in 
connection therewith, under the seal of the 
United States Senate, to the United States 
Attorney for the District of Columbia, to the 
end that the said Jeff Fort may be proceeded 
against in the manner and form provided by 
law. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I ask unanimous 
consent that excerpts from the commit
tee report be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the ex
cerpts were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

The Senate Permanent Subcommittee .on 
Investigations of the Committee on Govern
ment Operations, as created and authorized 
under the Standing Rules of the Senate and 
by Senate Resolution 216, 90th Congress, 
second session, agreed to March 15, 1968, and 
under the rules of procedures adopted by the 
committee on March 15, 1968, is authorized 
and directed, among other things to-

" ( 1) make investigations inu'.> the effi
ciency and economy of operations of all 
branches of the Government, including the 
possible existence of fraud, misfeasance, mal
feasance, collusion, mismanagement, incom
petence, oorrupt or unethical practices, 
waste, extravagance, conflicts of interest, and 
the improper expenditure of Government 
funds in transactions, contracts, and activi
ties of the Government or of Government 
officials and employees and any and all such 
improper practices between Government per
sonnel and corporations, individuals, com
panies, or persons affiliated therewith, doing 
business with the Government; and the 
compliance or noncompliance of such cor
porations, companies, or individuals or other 
entities with the rules, regulations, and laws 
governing the various governmental agencies 
and its relationships with the public "' • "'" 
(Senate Resolution 216, 1st paragraph). 

"(2) to make a full and complete study 
and investigation of syndicated or organized 
crime which may operate in or otherwise uti
lize the fac111ties of interstate or interna-

- tional commerce in furtherance of any trans
actions which are in violation of the law of 
the United States or of the State in which 
the transactions occur, and, if so, the man
ner and extent to which, and the identity 
of the persons, firms or corporation, or other 
entities by whom such utilization is being 
made, what facilities, devices, methods, tech
niques, and technicalities are being used or 
employed, and whether or not organized 
crime utilizes such interstate facilities or 
otherwise operates in interstate oommerce 
for the development of corrupting influences 
in violwtion of the law of the United States 
or the laws of any State and, further, to 
study and investigate the manner in which 
and the extent to which persons engaged in 
organized criminal activities have infiltrated 
into lawful business enterprise; and to study 
the adequacy of Federal laws to prevent the 
operations of organized crime in interstate 
or international commerce; and to determine 
whether any changes are required in the 
laws of the United States in or..der to protect 
the public against the occurrences of such 
practices or activities • * "'" (Senate Resolu
tion 216, section 3) . 

" ( 3) to make a full and complete study 
.and investigation of all other aspects of crime 
and lawlessness within the United States 
which have an impact upon or affect the na
tional, welfare, and safety • • *" (Senate 
Resolution 216, section 4). 

"(4) to make a full and complete study 
and investigation of riots, violent disturb
ances of the peace, vandalism, civil and 
criminal disorder, insurrection, the commis
sion of crimes in connection therewith, the 
immediate and longstanding causes, the ex
tent and effects of such occurrences and 
crimes, and measures necessary for their im
mediate and long-range prevention and for 
the preservation of law and order and to in
sure domestic tranquility within the United 
States • • *" (Senate Resolution 216, sec
tion 5). 

[The Rules of Procedure, including Senate 
Resolution 216, 90th Congress, second session, 
are made a part of this report as Exhibit No. 
1, p. 12.] 

Pursuant to the aforesaid authority, the 
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Subcommittee has been making an investiga
tion of a grant of money by the Otllce of 
Economic Opportunity, an agency of the 
United States Government, to The Woodlawn 
Organization, Chicago, Illinois, for the oper
ation of job training centers principally for 
two youth gangs in Chicago known as the 
Disciples and the Blackstone Rangers. 

Senate Resolution 216 further provides in 
section 7 (b) : 

"For the purpose of this resolution the 
committee, or any duly authorized subcom
mittee thereof, or its chairman, or any other 
member of the committee or subcommittee 
designated by the chairman, from February 
1, 1968, to January 31, 1969, inclusive, is au
thorized, in its or his or their discretion, as 
may be deemed advisable, to require by ·sub
poena or otherwise the attendance of such 
witnesses and production of such correspond
ence, books, papers, and documents." 

The Rules of Procedure for the Senate Per
manent Subcommittee on Investigations, re
adopted by the Committee on Government 
Operations, states in section 2: 

"Subpoenas for attendance of witnesses 
and the production of memoranda, docu
ments, and records shall be issued by the 
Subcommittee Chairman or by any other 
Member of the Subcommittee designated by 
him." 

Pursuant to this authority the chairman 
of the subcommittee, who is also chairman of 
the Government Operations Committee, duly 
authorized and issued a subpoena on May 20, 
1968, to Jeff Fort, 6046 Dorchester, Chicago, 
Illinois. The subpoena directed Jeff Fort to 
be and appear before the said Senate Perma
nent Subcommittee on Investigations on 
June 4, 1968, at 10 o'clock a.m., at the com
mittee room, 101, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. The said subpena served 
upon Jeff Fort is set forth in words and :fig
ures as follows: 

"UNITED STATES OF .AMERICA 
"CONGRF.sS OF THE UNITED STATES 
"To: Jeff Fort, 6046 Dorchester, Chicago, 

IlUnois, Greeting: 
"Pursuant to lawful authority, YOU ARE 

HEREBY COMMANDED to appear before the 
Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investi
gations of the Government Operations Com
mittee of the Senate of the United States, on 
June 4, 1968, at 10 o'clock a.m. at their 
committee room, Room 101, Old Senate Otllce 
Building, Washington, D.C., then and there 
to testify what you may know relative to the 
subject matters under consideration by said 
committee. 

"Hereof fall not, as you will answer your 
default under the pains and penalties in 
such cases made and provided. 

"To J. N. Tierney, U.S. Marshal, by Herbert 
L. Lowe, Deputy, to serve and return. 

"Given under my hand, by order of the 
committee, this 20th day of May, in the year 
of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and 
sixty-eight. 

"JOHN L. McCLELLAN, 
"Chairman, Senate Permanent Subcom

mittee on Investigations of the Gov
ernment Operations Committee. 

"[Back of Subpoena) 
"MAY 22, 1968. 
"I made service of the within subpoena 

by serving personally ... the within-names 
Jeff Fort at 2600 Gallfornia. in the courtroom 
of Judge Wexler at 11 :30 o'clock A.M., on 
the 22nd day of May, 1968. 

"Herbert L. Lowe, Deputy." 
The said Jeff Fort was served with the 

subpoena on May 22, 1968; returnable June 
4, 1968, at 10:00 a.m. in Washington, D.C., 
which subpoena was continued until July 9, 
1968. Pursuant to the aforementioned sub
poena, Jeff Fort was called upon and did 
appear to testify on July 9, 1968, before the 
subcommittee in Washington, D.C. The sub
committee received unanimous consent of 
tbe Senate to hold a hearing on that da.te. 
[Exhibit 2.] The oath was administered to 

Jeff Fort pursuant to the rules of the Sub
committee. Rule 6 provides, "All witnesses 
at public or executive hearings who testify 
to matters of fact shall be sworn." 

The witness, through his attorney Marshall 
Patner of Chicago, acknowledged the service 
of the subpoena for Jeff Fort to appear be
fore the subcommittee to testify concerntng 
an investl~ation of The Woodlawn Or~ni.7.a
tion area Job Training Project. Chicago, Illi
nois, funded by the Otllce of Economic Op
portunity. Attorney Patner also stated that 
the witness was appearing in response to 
the subpoena.. Mr. Patner then requested and 
was granted permission to make a statement 
to the members of the subcommittee. The 
following ls part of the colloquy of this 
subject: 

[The full colloquy is being made a part of 
this report as Exhibit No. 3.] 

"Mr. ADLERMAN. Jeff Fort. 
"The CHAIRMAN. Be sworn. Hold up your 

hand, please. What is that fist? 
"You do solemnly swear the evidence you 

shall give before this Senate Subcommittee 
shall be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

"Mr. FORT. I do. 
"The CHAIRMAN. Be seated. 
"Mr. Counsel, I will permit you to identify 

yourself. 
"Mr. PATNER. My name is Marshall Patner, 

P-a-t-n-e-r. Mr. Chairman-
"The CHAIRMAN. Just a moment. 
"You are a member of what Bar? 
"Mr. PATNER. The Bar of the State of 

Illinois. 
"The CHAIRMAN. Very well. 
"Mr. PATNER. Mr. Chairman, on July l, 

1968, I presented a request to you. I would 
like at this time to have that request made 
part of the record. 

"The CHAIRMAN. Let me see the request. 
"Mr. PATNER. I have supplied copies to you 

and to each of the members of the subcom
mittee, if you would like some further copies 
I have them. 

"The CHAIRMAN. With respect to your re
quest to which you have referred, for the 
record, this request which is brief and con
cise may be printed in the record at this 
point. , 

" (The request is as follows:) 
"'JULY 1, 1968. 

"'Honorable Chairman and Members of the 
Subcommittee on Investigations of the 
Committee on Government Operations of 
the United States Senate: 
"'My client, Mr. Jeff Fort, has been sub

poenaed to appear before this committee con
cerning an investigation of the Woodlawn 
area Job Training Project, Chicago, Ill1nois, 
funded by the, Otllce of Ec•onomic Oppor
tunity. On behalf of Mr. Fort, I hereby re
quest and demand: 

"'1. That each person who has ma.de state
ments or presented evidence before this Sub
committee, eitner orally or in any written 
form, including by atlldavit, which tends to 
defame Mr. Fort or otherwise adversely affect 
his reputation, and any persons who shall 
hereafter do so, be called to appear person
ally before this Subcommittee and at such 
time to be confronted personally by Mr. Fort 
and his undersigned counsel, after reason
able notice to Mr. Fort and sa.id Counsel of 
time and place of such personal appearance 
by each such person. 

"'2. That the undersigned Counsel for Mr. 
Fort be permitted to personally orally cross
examine, in a reasonable manner, sa.id per
sons described in paragraph 1, above. 

"'3. Mr. Fort also requests and demands 
the right to present additional evidence as 
to the issues described in paragraph 1, above. 

" 'Respectfully submitting, 
"'MARSHALL PATNER, 
"'5540 S. Kenwood Avenue, 
"'Chicago, Ill1nois 60637 
"'(Attorney for Mr. Jeff Fort).' 

" 'AFFIDAVIT 

"'I hereby atllnn that I personally delivered 
a copy of the attached letter of request and 
demand, dated July l, 1968, to the Honorable 
Senator John McClellan on July-, 1968, at 
------ m. 

"'MARSHALL PATNER. 
" 'The foregoing was signed before me on 

"July-, 1968." 

" 'Witness of Notary Public' 
"The CHAIRMAN. Request number one is a. 

matter that addresses itself to the discretion 
of the committee, the number of the wit
nesses to which you referred whose testimony 
may have reflected upon your cUent, Mr. 
Fort, a number of those witnesses have ap
peared in person, are here, some of them to
day in person, and as to whether the com
mittee will call any other witnesses, wit
nesses that you may request, is a matter that 
addresses itself to the committee at the time 
you submit their names and make a special 
request for a given witness. 

"Your request number two, that the un
dersigned counsel for Mr. Fort be permitted 
to personally orally cross-examine in a rea
sonable manner said persons described in 
paragraph one above cannot be granted un
der the Rules of the Committee. 

"You may submit questions for the com
mittee to present, to ask witnesses that may 
have appeared or may appear to testify with 
respect to your client. 

"The committee will weigh those questions 
and 1f proper will ask the questions. 

"Number three, 'Mr. Fort also requests and 
demands the right to present additional evi
dence as to the issues described in paragraph 
1, above' those matters will be resolved as we 
proceed after he has testified. ' 

"If you have witnesses you wish to produce 
for him the committee will consider them. 
I cannot rule upon number one and number 
three at this time. Number two, the commit
tee will be governed by the Rules of the 
Committee. 

"Mr. PATNER. Mr. Chairman, may I respond 
very briefly? 

"The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 
"Mr. PATNER. I then request that the chair 

strike from the record any testimony under 
Rule 13 which ls testimony or other evidence 
that tends to defame or otherwise adversely 
affect the reputation of my client. 

"It is our position, Mr. Chairman, that 1f 
the testimony ls so adverse under the stand
ards set up under Rule 13 we must have the 
right to either to confront or cross-examine 
the witnesses who did not appear to file affi
davits. 

"The CHAIRMAN. Rule 13 reads--were you 
through? 

"Mr. PATNER. I was going to say we would 
otherwise be denied a fair hearing. 

"The CHAIRMAN. 'Any person whose name 
is mentioned or who is specifically identified, 
and who believes that testimony or other 
evidence presented at a public hearing, or 
comment made by a S1,lbcomm1ttee Member 
or counsel, tends to defame him or otherwise 
adversely affect his reputation, may (a) re
quest to appear personally before the Sub
committee to testify in his own behalf, or, 
in the alternative, (b) file a sworn statement 
of facts relevant to . the testimony or other 
evidence or comment complained of. Such 
request and such statement shall be sub
mitted to the Subcommittee for its consider· 
ation and action.' 

"Under that rule there ls no authority and 
no reason for the committee to strike from 
the record anything that may have been 
gworn to here under oath in which your 
client's name was mentioned either favorably 
or adversely. 

"So, we will not strike, the ruling of the 
chair will be 1f I am sustained that nothing 
we have received in the record thus far will 
be stricken from the record. 

"Senator MUNDT. We are limited by rules. 
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We have called Mr. Fort, he is here. He will 
have ample opportunity to testify in his own 
defense. 

"Mr. PATNER. I understand that. It was my 
position and it is our position on behalf of 
my client unless we can confront and cross
examine----

"The CHAmMAN. A little louder. 
"Mr. PATNER. I am sorry, sir. 
"It is our position that unless we are able 

to confront and cross-examine the witnesses 
that we are denied any remedy to respond to 
the harm that Rule 13 of this committee rec
ognizes if Rule 13 is not adequate to afford 
us a fair hearing that rule should be 
amended, sir. 

"The CHAmMAN. Well, that ls your sugges
tion. You understand we have preferred no 
charges against your client. This is not a 
court. He is not on trial. This committee 
cannot deprive him of liberty or impose any 
penalty for anything he may have done. 

"All this committee can do is to investigate 
matters that come within his jurisdiction 
which the Congress by appropriate resolution 
and by the rules of the Senate have in
structed and given this committee a mandate 
to investigate and that is what we are doing. 

"Now, Mr Fort's name has been mentioned 
quite frequently in connection with Govern
ment money that has been expended on a 
project wi.th which he is identified in the 
high capacity of center chief of this project. 

"Senator MuNDT. At what salary? 
"Mr. DUFFY. $6,000 a year. 
"The CHAIRMAN. In this aspect of this 

hearing we are investigating the expenditure 
of that money, what it was spent for. It was 
allegedly spent for school. He was instructor 
or center chief of one of these units, Center 
No. 1. 

"The Congress is interested and the Senate 
is interested in ascertaining how this money 
was spent, what the taxpayers got for it and 
whether it was legitimate expenditure or if 
it was a wasteful expenditure or if it was 
expended under circumstances where it was 
not even calculated to produce any bene
fits. 

"All of those matters address themselves 
to the committee and are subjects that are 
involved in this inquiry. 

"He is a proper witness ~efore the com
mittee because he is the recipient of Govern
ment funds. He will be interrogated accord
ingly. 

"Senator MUNDT. To make it short, Mr. 
Counsel, he appears here as a Federal em
ployee getting over $500 a month from the 
Federal Government. 

"He appears here in complete compliance 
with Rule 13 to defend himself against any 
charges which have been made. 

"The other rules you allude to, you will 
be given the same courtesy we afford other 
witnesses and other counsel, to submit to 
us questions which are relevant, pertinent, 
respectable, in which case the committee 
has the habit of asking those questions of 
the people you have been talking about. 

"But we have to do that after we have 
heard your client. Let him first of all purge 
the record as far as he is able of any charges 
which he has read about or heard about, 
or which have been made. 

"Mr. PATNER. Senator Mundt and Mr. 
Chairman, as a great deal of the testimony, 
evidence, documents that have come in are 
based on hearsay, double or triple hearsay, 
it is our position that it ts inadequate that 
Mr. Fort could defend himself from the 
charges that have been made unless he can 
confront and cross-examine those witnesses. 

"Reserving all other questions that can 
be raised here ranging from the propriety 
of the subpoenaing and scope of the examina
tion, we cannot proceed unless we can have 
the right to confront and cross-examine the 
witnesses." 

Thereafter, the witness, after stating his 
name, "Jeff Fort," refused to a..nswer a ques
tion pertinent to the matter under inquiry, 

namely, "Where do you live, Jeff?" Through 
his attorney, the witness refused to answer 
the question. At this time the witness and 
the attorney were admonished by members 
of the Subcommittee that the witness could 
be subject to a vote for contempt of Con
gress. The following is the colloquy on this 
point: 

"The CHAIRMAN. Will you state your 
name-I have heard your statement--will 
you state your name, please? 

"Mr. FORT. Jeff Fort. 
"The CHAIRMAN. Where do you live, Jeff? 
"Mr. PATNER. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, I 

must instruct my client we cannot partici
pate without the right to cross-examine. 

"The CHAIRMAN. Just a moment, counsel. 
We have extended you the courtesy of per
mitting you to appear. You listen to the 
committee for just a moment. 

"We seek information from your client re
garding a Federal project where he was em
ployed and where he received money. 

"The committee desires to pursue its duty 
under the Rules of the senate and under the 
special resolution adopted that directs tihis 
committee to inquire into or study the oost 
of Government at aill levels with a view to 
determining its economy and its effioiency 
and with a view of investigating organized 
crime and also the investigation of riots and 
causes of riots, how they might be prevented. 

"That is a subject matter of this inquiry. 
Your client has information that is pertinent 
to this inquiry. He has been sworn. 

"I am going to insist with the approval of 
the committee, the members present, two of 
Which constitutes a quorum, that he answer 
the questions, and I will ask you to take your 
seat and have your client take his seat and 
let the questions be asked. 

"Mr. PATNER. I appreciate the courtesy, Mr. 
Chairman. 

"Senator MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, before 
counsel speaks any furtlher, I think he should 
be alerted to something he may not know. 

"As far as I know, this may be your first 
appearance before the committee. 

"Mr. PATNER. Yes, sir. 
"Senator MUNDT. There ls on~y one man

ner in whioh your client oan avoid testifying 
before this committee. He has the same right 
as any other citizen has: To take the Fifth 
Amendment on those questions Which he 
thinks an honest answer might tend to in
criminate him. 

"If he simply refuses to answer the ques
tions that you now suggest he will be sub
ject to a V'ote of contempt of Congress which 
provides a ja.11 sentence of its own. 

"I think you should know that. A lot of 
witnesses have walked out of this committee 
and other investigating committees and have 
wound up in the Federal jadl because of con
tempt of Congress. 

"This ts an official proceeding. You have 
the right ef the Fifth Amendment, of course, 
if the answers incriminate. You should know 
in advance if you walk out you have sub
jected yourself to contempt of Congress. 

"Mr. PATNER. I appreciate senator Mundt's 
admonition. It is our position that the hear
ing cannot be a fair one without the reme
dies and rights afforded that we have re
quested and reserving all other rights, I must 
advise my client that we cannot participate. 

"Thank you, sir. 
"The CHAIRMAN. Just a moment. I don't 

think you want to show us a discourtesy. 
"Mr. PATNER. No, sir, I do not. 
"The CHAIRMAN. All right, be seated. 
"Your client may be seated, also. 
"Do I understand that you are advising 

your client, telling the committee and ad
vising the client not to answer any questions 
that may be asked of him? 

"Mr. PATNER. I am standing and advising 
my client to stand, Mr. Chairman, on the 
requests that we have made. Unless those 
are granted so that we can have a fair hear
ing, we cannot participate. 

"The CHAIRMAN. I am asking you the ques-

tion if you will permit your client to answer 
questions? 

"Mr. PATNER. If those requests were granted 
he would answer all questions. 

"The CHAmMAN. I have told you certain 
parts of your request will be considered in 
due course when the occasion arises for 
them. 

"One of them will have to be denied under 
the Rules of the Committee. 

"Mr. PATNER. Yes, sir. It is upon the denial 
of that request that we cannot participate. 

"The CHAIRMAN. Your contention is be
cause of denial of item number two you 
cannot proceed? 

"Mr. PATNER. That is correct. 
"The CHAIRMAN. Item number two which I 

read to you from your request which ls, 
'That the undersigned counsel for Mr. Fort 
be permitted to personally orally cross
examine in a reasonable manner said persons 
described in paragraph 1, above'? 

"Mr. PATNER. That is correct. That includes 
the right to confront and cross-examine such 
witnesses who have made statements adverse 
as set out in Rule 13. 

"The CHAIRMAN. Very well. You acknowl
edge that your client was subpoenaed to be 
here and is now under subpoena before this 
committee? 

"Mr. PATNER. I do." 
In addition to the aforementioned refusal 

to answer the above stated question, and the 
admonition by members of the Subcommit
tee that he could be held in contempt of the 
Subcommittee, the witness contumaciously 
refused to answer any further questions 
which might be and which were intended by 
the Subcommittee to be put to him by the 
Subcommittee, and he departed the hearing 
without leave of the Subcommittee, all de
spite further admonition by the Chairman 
that such conduct would put the witness "in 
contempt." The following is parts of the 
colloquy on this subject: 

"The CHAIRMAN. I am going to ask your 
client two or three questions or a few ques
tions. You can order him not to answer if you 
like but I want to make this record very 
clear. 

"I am not sure about your position. I don't 
need to advise you, you are a lawyer. If you 
advise him to place himself in contempt of 
the committee, that is a matter that ad
dresses itself to you. You know what you are 
doing. 

"I will not attempt to advise you on that. 
I do want to make a record so that there wm 
be no question on review of this matter as 
to what effort was made here to try to get 
the witness to testify. 

"Mr. PATNER. Mr. Chairman, it may be un
derstood that he will not answer any ques
tions unless the request of number two be 
answered. 

"It may be so clearly understood in .the 
record, if I may. -- · -

"The QHAm,!\!AN. That is your statement. I 
am gg!,.I!-g to ask the questions and we will 
s~e whether he follows your advice. 

"State your place of residence, Mr. Fort. 
"Mr. PATNER. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry, we 

cannot participate. 
"The CHAIRMAN. I don't need you to tell me 

at tJ:il.s tlh;ie. I am goin_g to ask the question. 
"~r. PATNER. Can I answer the question? 

We cannot participate any further. 
"The CHAmMAN. You are walking off refus

ing to let him testify? 
"Mr. PATNER. On the conditions that I 

previously stated, Mr. Chairman. 
"The CHAmMAN. wm you not permit this 

committee to make a record by asking ques
tions and letting him determine whether he 
will answer them or not? 

"Mr. PATNER. The record is clear that he 
cannot testify on my advice. 

"The CHAmMAN. Then I may say to you 
under these circumstances, as far as I know 
both of you are in contempt. 

"(The witness and his counsel withdrew 
from the hearing room at 11 :27 a.m.)" 
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After the aforementioned departure from 
the hearing room, Senator Curtis addressed 
the Chairman with the following colloquy: 

"Senator CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to point out I was particularly anxious 
to make inquiry of Mr. Jeff Fort concerning 
the operation of this particular OEO project 
because he was so highly recommended to 
this committee by Reverend Fry of the First 
Presbyterian Church in Chicago. 

"I refer to the record of these hearings on 
June 25, 1968, page 4077. 

"Senator MUNDT. Go back to page 4076 
when the chairman asked him whether he 
recommended the project and who he would 
like to have in charge of it. 

"Sena tor CURTIS. I am going to read por
tions of it first. 

"On page 4077, the chairman addressed 
Reverend Fry as follows: 'I didn't ask you if 
you were on the advisory board. I am asking 
you, you are recommending the project. You 
know these people. You have been their legal 
adviser. Would you recommend that a single 
one of them be retained and used in this 
program? If so, name them. 

"'Reverend FRY. I would name two im
mediately and thereafter claim not sufficient 
competence. 

"'The CHAmMAN. What two would you 
name? 

"'Reverend FRY. Eugene Hairston and Jeff 
Fort. 

"'The CHAIRMAN. Let us take Jeff Fort. You 
would name him? 

"'Reverend FRY. Yes, sir. 
"'The CHAmMAN. What specific qualifica

tions do you think he has? 
"'Reverend FRY. He has the love and the 

respect and the friendship of the people who 
would be in the program.' 

"Mr. Chairman, it is apparent there was 
close acquaintanceship, if not close associa
tion, between Jeff Fort and Reverend Fry. 

"Serious implications have been made con
cerning the number of individuals. I think 
that our investigation wm be incomplete 
unless we can ask Mr. Jeff Fort if he fre
quented the First Presbyterian Church of 
Chicago, whether or not he ever observed any 
unlawful acts there such as gambling, use or 
distribution of narcotics of any kind, sexual 
misbehavior, and whether or not he ever ob
served any guns and under what conditions. 

"That ls all, Mr. Chairman. 
"The chair would like to also make the rec

ord clear that in addition to the statements 
that have been made here as to the questions 
that would have been asked the witness, he 
would have been asked a number of other 
questions pertaining to the subject matters 
under inquiry, questions about eliciting in
formation that the committee believes was 
within his knowledge which would be essen
tial for this committee to have in conducting 
a thorough investigation of the issues in
volved. 

"The chair would also like to observe upon 
his failure to answer these questions that 
have been stated here by the chair and by 
other members of the committee, that he 
refused to answer these questions. 

"He would have been ordered to answer 
and he would have been directed to answer 
unless he took the Fifth Amendment and 
made the statement that he believed that a 
truthful answer to the question might tend 
to incriminate him. 

"Unless he exercised the Fifth Amendment 
privilege he would have been ordered and 
directed by the committee to answer the 
questions that have been related here and 
others that are pertinent to this inquiry. 

"Senator MUNDT. Let the record clearly 
show that both he and his counsel were 
clearly and adequately warned in advance 
that he had a right to take the Fifth Amend
ment but he did not have the right to defy 
the committee, the Senate and the Govern
ment of the United States by refusing either 
to answer or to take the Fifth Amendment.'' 

The refusal of Jeff Fort to answer a perti
nent question and his blanket refusal to an
swer any and all further questions, and his 
departing the hearing without leave pre
vented the Subcommittee , from receiving 
testimony concerning the matter under in
quiry by said Subcommittee. 

The Senate Permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations of the Senate Government Op
erations Committee met on July 10, 1968 
(Exhibit 4); and the Senate Committee on 
Government Operations met on July 17, 1968 
(Exhibit 5), and after reviewing the facts in 
this matter, they resolved to present to the 
United States Senate for its immediate ac
tion, a report and a resolution requiring the 
United States Attorney for the District of 
Columbia, to proceed against the said, Jeff 
Fort in the manner and in the form pre
scribed by law. 

ExHmIT 1 
RULES OF PROCEDURE 

The Rules Of Prooedure, including Senate 
Resolution 216, 90th Congress, second ses
sion, for the Senate Permanent Subcommit
tee on Investigations of the Committee on 
Government Operations: 

Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Inves
tigations Of the Committee on Government 
Operations, United States Senate, March 15, 
1968. 

Senate Committee on Government 
Operations 

John L. McClellan, Arkansas, Chairman. 
Henry M. Jackson, Wash.; Sam J. Ervin, 

Jr., N.C.; Ernest Gruening, Alas·ka; Edmund 
S. Muskie, Maine; Abraham Rlblcoff, Conn.; 
Fred R. Harris, Okla.; Robert F. Kennedy, 
N.Y.; Lee Metcalf, Mont.; Joseph M. Mon
toya, N. Mex.; Karl E. Mundt, s. Dak.; Carl 
T. Curtis, Nebr.; Jacob K. Javits, N.Y.; Clif
ford P. Hansen, Wyo.; Howard H. Baker, Jr., 
Tenn. 

James R. Calloway, Chief and Staff Direc
tor. 
Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investi

gations of the Committee on Government 
Operations 
John L. McClellan, Arkansas, Chairman. 
Henry M. Jackson, Wash.; Sam J. Ervin, 

Jr., N.C.; Edmund s. Muskie, Maine; Al;>ra
ham Ribicoff, Conn.; Fred R. Harris, Okla.; 
Karl E. Mundt, S. Dak.; Carl T. CUrtis, Nebr.; 
Jacob K. Javits, N.Y. 

Jerome S. Adlerman, General Counsel; 
Donald F. O'Donnell, Chief Counsel; Philip 
W. Morgan, Chief Counsel to the Minority; 
Ruth Young Watt, Chief Clerk. 

[Senate Resolution 216, 90th Congress, 
2d Session] 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JANUARY 22, 1968 

Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee on 
Government Operations, reported the follow
ing resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration 
February 8, 1968. 

Reported by Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, 
with an amendment, March 15, 1968; consid
ered, amended, and agreed to. 

RESOLUTION 
Resolved, That, in holding hearings, re

porting such hearings, and making investi
gations as authorized by section 134 of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 and 
in accordance with its jurisdiction under 
rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the Sen
ate, the Committee on Government Opera
tions or any subcommittee thereof ls author
ized from February 1, 1968, through Janu
ary 31, 1969, to make investigations into the 
efficiency and economy of operations of all 
branches of the Government, including the 
possible existence of fraud, misfeasance, mal
feasance, collusion, mismanagement, incom
petence, corrupt or unethical practices, waste, 
extravagance, confiicts of interests, and the 

improper expenditure of Government funds 
in transactions, contracts, and activities of 
the Government or of Government officials 
and employees and any and all such improper 
practices between Government personnel and 
corporations, individuals, companies, or per
sons affiliated therewith, doing business with 
the Government; and the compliance or non
compliance of such corporations, companies, 
or individuals or other entities with the rules, 
regulations, and laws governing the various 
governmental agencies and its relationships 
with the public: Provided, That, in carrying 
out the duties herein set forth, the inquiries 
of this committee or any subcommittee 
thereof shall not be deemed limited to the 
records, functions, and operations of the par
ticular branch of the Government under in- · 
qulry, and may extend to the records and 
activities of persons, corporations, or other 
entities dealing with or affecting that partic
ular branch of the Government. 

SEC. 2. The Committee on Government Op
erations or ainy duly authorized subcom
mittee thereof ls further authorized from 
February l, 1968, to January 31, 1969, in
clusive, to conduct an investigation and 
study to the extent to which criminal or 
other improper practices or activities are, or 
have been, engaged in the field of labor-man
agement relations or in groups or organiza
tions of employees or employers, to the detri
ment of interests of the public, employers, or 
employees, and to determine whether any 
changes are required in the laws of the 
United States in order to protect such in
terests against the occurrence of such prac
tices or activities. Nothing contained in this 
resolution shall affect or impair the exercise 
by the Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare of any power, or the discharge by such 
committee of any duty, conferred or im
posed upon it by the Stancllng Rules of the 
Senate or by the Legislative Reorganization 
Act Of 194'6. 

SEC. 3. The Committee on Government Op
erations or any duly authorl:red subcommit
tee thereof ls further authorized and directed 
from February 1, 1968, to January 31, 1969, 
inclusive, to make a full and oomplete study 
and investigation of syncllc:ated or organized 
crime which may operate in or otherwise 
utilize the facilities of interstate or interna
tional commerce in furtherance of any trans
actions wh1ch are in violation of the law of 
the United States or of the State in which 
the transactions occur, and, if so, the man
ner and extent to which, and the identity of 
the persons, firms, or oorporati.ons, or other 
entitles by whom such utlllzation ls being 
made, what fac.Uities, devices, methods, tech
niques, and technicalities are being used or 
employed, and whether or not organized 
crime utilizes such interstate facillties or 
otherwise operates in interstate commerce 
for the development of corrupting infiuences 
in viola.tJ.on of the law of the United States 
or the laws of any State and, further, to 
study and investigate the manner in which 
and the extent to which persons engaged in 
organized criminal activities have infiltrated 
into lawful business ente~rise; and to study 
the adequacy of Federal laws to prevent the 
operations of organized crime in in te·rsta te 
or international commerce; and to determine 
whether any changes are required in the laws 
of the United States in order to protect the 
public against the occurrences of such prac
tices or activities. Nothing contained in this 
resolution shall affect or impair the exercise 
by the Committee on the Judiciary or by the 
Committee on Commerce of any power, or 
the discharge by such committee of any duty, 
conferred or imposed upon it by the Standing 
Rules of the Senate or by the Legislative Re
organ!zation Act of 1946. 

SEC. 4. The Committee on Government Op
erations or any duly authorized subcom
mittee thereof ls authorized and directed un
til January 31, 1969, to make a full and 
complete study and investigation of all other 
aspects of crime and lawlessness within the 
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United States which have an impact upon or 
atfect the national health, welfare, and 
safety. 

SEC. 5. The Committee on Government Op
erations or any duly authorized subcom
mittee thereof is authorized and directed 
until January 31, 1969, to make a full and 
complete study and investigation of riots, 
violent disturbances of the peace, vandalism, 
civil and criminal disorder, insurrection, the 
commission of crimes in connection there
with, the immediate and longstanding 
causes, the extent and etfects of such oc
currences and crimes, and measures neces
sary for their immediate and long-range 
prevention and for the preservation of law 
and order and to insure domestic tranquil
ity within the United States. 

SEC. 6. The Committee on Government Op
erations or any of its duly authorized sub
committees shall report to the Senate by 
January 31, 1969, and shall, if deemed ap
propriate, include, in its report specific legis
lative recommendations. 

SEC. 7. (a) For the purposes of this reso
lution, the Committee on Government Op
erations or any of its duly authorized sub
committees, from February 1, 1968, to Janu
ary 31, 1969, inclusive, is authorized as it 
deems necessary and appropriate, to (1) make 
such expenditures from the contingent fund 
of the Senate; (2) hold such hearings; (3) sit 
and act at such times and places during the 
sessions, recesses, and adjournment periods 
of the Senate; (4) administer such oaths; 
(5) take such testimony, either orally or 
by sworn statement; (6) employ on a tem
porary basis such technical, clerical, and 
other assistants and consultants; and (7) 
with the prior consent of the executive de
partment or agency concerned and the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration, employ 
on a reimbursable basis such executive 
branch personnel as it deems advisable; and 
further, with the consent of other commit
tees or subcommittees to work in conjunc
tion with and utHize their statfs, as it shall 
be deemed necessary and appropriate in the 
judgment of the chairman of the committee 
or subcommittee; Provided further, That 
the minority is authorized to select one per
son for appointment and the person selected 
shall be appointed and his compensation 
shall be so fixed that his gross rate shall not 
be less by more than $2,300 than the high
est gross rate paid to any other employee. 

(b) For the purpose of this resolution the 
committee, oc any duly authorized subcom
mittee thereof, or its chairman, or any other 
member of the committee or subcommittee 
designated by the chairman, from February 
1, 1968, to January 31, 1969, inclusive, is au
thorized, in its or his or their discretion, as 
may be deemed advisable, to require by sub
pena or otherwise the attendance of such 
witnesses and production of such correspond
ence, books, papers, and documents. 

SEC. 8. Expenses of the committee under 
this resolution, which shall not exceed 
$750,000, shall be paid from the contingent 
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved 
by the chairman of the committee. 

(Senate Resolution 150, 90th Congress, 1st 
Session] 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JULY 31, 1967 

Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee on 
Government Operations, reported the follow
ing resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration; 
August l, 1967. 

Reported, under authority of the order of 
the Senate of July 31, 1967 by Mr. JORDAN of 
North Carolina, with amendments, August 
11, 1967; Considered, amended, and agreed to. 

RESOLUTION 
Resolved, That (a) Senate Resolution 53, 

Ninetieth Congress, first session, agreed to 
February 17, 1967, is amended by inserting 

therein, immediately after section 3 thereof, 
the following new sections: 

"SEc. 4. The Committee on Government 
Operations or any duly authorized subcom
mittee thereof is authorized and directed 
until January 31, 1968, to make a full and 
complete study and investigation of all other 
aspects of crime and lawlessness within the 
United States which have an impact upon or 
atfect the national health, welfare, and 
safety. 

"SEc. 5. The Committee on Government 
Operaitions or any duly authorized subcom
mittee thereof is authorized ~nd directed 
until January 31, 1968, to make a full and 
complete study and investigation of riots, 
violent disturbances of the peace, vandalism, 
civil and criminal disorder, insurrection, the 
commi·ssion of crimes in connection there
with, the immediate and longstanding causes, 
the extent and etfects of such occurrences 
and crimes, and measures necessary for their 
immediate and long-range prevention and 
for the preservation of law and order and 
to insure domestic tranquility within the 
United States. 

"SEC. 6. The Committee on Government 
Operations or any of its duly authorized sub
committees shall make an interim report to 
the Senate on the investigations authorized 
and directed by sections 4 and 5 hereof no 
later than October 2, 1967. 

"SEc. 7. Sections 4, 5, and 6 of Senate Reso
lution 53, Ninetieth Congress, first session, 
agreed to February 17, 1967, are hereby re
designated as sections 8, 9, and 10 respec
tively.'' 

(b) Section 6 of such resolution relating 
to the expenditures of the committee there
under (redesignated as section 10 by this 
resolution) is amended by striking out 
"$435,000", and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$585,000". 

(Senate Resolution 53, 90th Congress, 1st 
Session] 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JANUARY 24, 1967 

Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee on 
Government Operations reported the follow
ing resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration, 
February 2, 1967. 

Repor·ted by Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, 
with an amendment, February 17, 1967; Con
sidered, amended, and agreed to. 

RESOLUTION 
Resolved, That, in holding hearings, re

porting such hearings, and making· inves
tigations as authorized by section 134 of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 and 
in accordance with its jurisdiction under 
rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the Sen
ate, the Committee on Government Opera
tions or any subcommittee thereof is au
thorized from February 1, 1967, through Jan
uary 31, 1968, to make investigations into the 
efficiency and economy of operations of all 
brancl1es of the Government, including the 
possible existence of fraud, misfeasance, mal
feasance, collusion, mismanagement, incom
petence, corrupt or unethical practices, waste, 
extravagance, conflicts of interest, and the 
improper expenditure of Government funds 
in transactions, contracts, and activities of 
the Government or of Government officials 
and ·employees and any and all such improper 
practices between Government personnel and 
corporations, individuals, companies, or per
sons affiliated therewith, doing business with 
the Government; and the compliance or non
compliance of such corporations, companies, 
or individuals or other entities with the rules, 
regulations, and laws governing the various 
governmental agencies and its relationships 
with the public: Provided, That, in carry
ing out the duties herein set forth, the in
quirtes of this committee or any subcommit
tee thereof shall not be deemed limited to 
the records, functions, and operations of the 

particular branch of the Government under 
inquiry, and may extend to the records and 
activities of persons, corporations, or other 
entities dealing with or atfecting that par
ticular branch of the Government. 

SEc. 2. The Committee on Government Op
erations or any duly authorized subcommit
tee thereof is further authorized from Feb
ruary l, 1967, to January 31,· 1968, inclusive, 
to conduct an investigation and study to 
the extent to which criminal or other im
proper practices activities are, or have been 
engaged in the field of labor-management re
lations or in groups or organizations of em
ployees or employers, to the detriment of 
interests of the public, employers, or em
ployees, and to determine whether any 
changes are required in the laws of the 
United States in order to protect such in
terests against the occurTence of such prac
tices or activities. Nothing contained in this 
resolution shall atfect or impair the exercise 
by the Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare of any power, or the discharge by such 
committee of any duty, conferred or imposed 
upon it by the Standing Rules of the Senate 
or by the Legislative Reorganization Act of 
1946. 

SEC. 3. The Committee on Government Op
erations or any duly authorized subcommit
tee thereof ls further authorized and directed 
from February 1, 1967, to January 31, 1968, 
inclusive, to make a full and complete study 
and investigation of syndicated or organized 
crime which may operate in or otherwise 
utilize the facilities of interstate or interna
tional commerce in furtherance of any trans
actions which are in violation of the law of 
the United States or of the State in which 
the transactions occur, and, if so, the manner 
and extent to which, and the identity of the 
person, firms, or corporations, or other en
tities by whom such utilization is being 
made, what facilities, devices, methods, tech
niques, and technicalities are being used or 
employed, and whether or not organized 
crime utilizes such interstate facilities or 
otherwise operates in interstate commerce 
for the development of corrupting influences 
in violation of the law of the United States 
or the laws of any State .and, further, to 
study and investigate the manner in which 
and the extent to which persons engaged in 
organized criminal activities have intlltratea 
into lawful business enterprise; and to study 
the adequacy of Federal laws to prevent the 
operations of organized crime in interstate 
or international commerce; and to determine 
whether any changes are required in the laws 
of the United States in order to protect the 
public against the occurrences of such prac
tices or activities. Nothing contained in this 
resolution shall atfect or impair the exercise 
by the Committee on the Judiciary or by the 
Committee on Commer'Ce of any power, or 
the discharge by such committee of any duty, 
conferred or imposed upon it by the Stand
ing Rules of the Senate or by the Legisla
tive Reorganization Act of 1946. 

SEC. 4. The Committee on Government Op
erations or any of its duly authorized sub
committees shall report to the Senate by 
January 31, 1968, and shall, if deemed ap
propriate, include in its report specific legis
lative recommendations. 

SEC. 5. (a) For the purposes of this resolu
tion, the Committee on Government Opera
tions or any of its duly authorized subcom
mittees, from February 1, 1967, to January 
31, 1968, inclusive, is authorized, as it deems 
necessary and appropriate, to (1) make such 
expenditures from the contingent fund of 
the Senate; (2) hold such hearings; (3) sit 
and act at such times and places during the 
sessions, recesses, and adjournment periods 
of the Senate; (4) administer such oaths; 
(5) take such testimony, either orally or by 
sworn statement; (6) employ on a tem
porary basis such technical, clerical, and 
other assistants and consultants; and (7) 
with the prior consent of the executive de-
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partment or agency concerned and the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration, employ 
on a reimbursable basis such executive 
branch personnel as it deems advisable; and, 
further, with the consent of other commit
tees or subcommittees to work in conjunc
tion with and ut111ze their staffs, as it shall 
be deemed necessary and appropriate 1n the 
judgment of the chairman of the committee 
or subcommittee: Provided further, That the 
minority is authorized to select one person 
for appointment and the person selected 
shall be appointed and his compensation 
shall be so fixed that his gross rate shall 
not be less by more than $2,300 than the 
highest gross rate paid to any other em
ployee. 

{b) For the purpose of this resolution the 
committee, or any duly authorized subcom
mittee thereof, or its chairman, or any other 
member of the committee or subcommittee 
designated by the chairman, from February 
1, 1967, to January 31, 1968, inclusive is au
thorized, in its or his or their discretion, as 
may be deemed advisable, to require by sub
pena or otherwise the attendance of such 
witnesses and production of such corre
spondence, books, papers, and documents. 

SEC. 6. Expenses of the committee under 
this resolution, which shall not exceed $435,-
000, shall be paid from the contingent fund 
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by 
the chairman of the committee. 
RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR THE SENATE PERMA

NENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS, 
READOPTED BY THE FULL COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, JANUARY 22, 
1968 
1. No major investigation shall be initiated 

without approval of either a majority of 
the Subcommittee or a majority of the full 
Committee on Government Operations. How
ever, preliminary inquiries may be initiated 
by the Subcommittee staff with the approval 
of the Chairman of the Subcommittee. 

2. Subpenas for attendance of witnesses 
and the production of memoranda, docu
ments, and records shall be issued by the 
Subcommittee Chairman or by any other 
Member of the Subcommittee designated by 
him. 

3. The Chairman shall have the authority 
to call meetings of the Subcommittee. This 
authority may be delegated by the Chairman 
to any other Member of the Subcommittee 
when necessary. The Chairman shall not 
schedule any hearings or series of hearings 
outside the District of Oolumbla without giv
ing at least 48 hours• notice thereof to the 
Members of the SubcoIWilittee. 

No public hearing shall be held if the mi
nority Members unanimously object, unless 
the full Oommlttee on Government Opera
tions by a majority vote approve of such pub
lic hearing. 

4. Should a major.tty of the membership 
of the Subcommittee request the Chairman 
in writing to call a meeting of the Subcom
mittee, then in the event the Chairman 
should fail, neglect, or refuse to call such 
meeting within 10 days thereafter, such ma
jority of the Subcommittee may call such 
meeting by filing a wr1 tten notice thereof 
with the Clerk of the Subcommittee, who 
shall promptly notify in writing each Mem
ber of the Subcommittee. 

5. For public or executive sessions, any two 
Members of the Subcommittee shall consti
tute a quorum for the administering of oaths 
and the taking of testimony in any given case 
or subject matter. With the permission of 
the Chairman and the ranking minority 
Member, one Member of the Subcommittee 
shall constitute a quorum for the adminis
tering of oaths and the taking of testimony 
in any given case or subject matter, in pub
lic or executive sessions, effective until Jan
uary 31, 1969.1 

1 Amendment June 3, 1965, extended on 
January 22, 1968. 

6. All witnesses at public or executive 
hearings who testify to matters of fact shall 
be sworn. 

7. Counsel retained by any witness and ac
companying such witness shall be permitted 
to be present during the testimony of such 
witness at any public or executive hearing, 
and to advise such witness while he is testi
fying, of his legal rights. Provided, however, 
That any Government officer or employee be
ing interrogated by the staff or testifying be
fore the Committee and electing to have his 
personal counsel present shall not be per
mitted to select such counsel from the em
ployees or officers of any governmental agen
cy. This rule shall not be construed to excuse 
a witness from testifying in the event his 
counsel is ejected for contumacy or disorder
ly conduct; nor shall this rule be construed 
as authorizing counsel to coach the witness, 
answer for the witness, or put words in the 
witness' mouth. The failure of any witness 
to secure counsel shall not excuse such wit
ness from attendance in response to subpena. 

8. Any witness desiring to read a prepared 
or written statement in executive or public 
hearings shall file a copy of such statement 
with the counsel or Chairman of the Sub
committee 24 hours in advance of the hear
ings at which the statement is to be pre
sented. The Subcommittee shall determine 
whether such statement may be read or 
placed in the record of the hearing. 

9. A witness may request, on grounds of 
distraction, harassment, or physical discom
fort, that during his testimony, television, 
motion picture, and other cameras and lights 
shall not be directed at him, such request to 
'be ruled on by the Subcommittee Members 
present at the hearing. 

10. An accurate stenographic record shall 
be kept- of the testimony of all witnesses in 
executive and public hearings. The record of 
his own testimony whether in public or ex
ecutive session shall be made available for 
inspection by witness or his counsel under 
Committee supervision; a copy of any testi
mony given in public session or that part 
of the testimony given by the witness in 
executive session and subsequently quoted 
or made part of the record in a public ses
sion shall be made available to any witness 
at his expense if he so requests. 

11. Interrogation of witnesses at Subcom
mittee hearings shall be conducted on be
half of the Subcommittee by Members and 
authorized Subcommittee staff personnel 
only. 

12. Any person who is the subject of an 
investigation in public hearings may submit 
to the Chairman Of the Subcommittee ques
tions in writing for the cross-examination 
of other witnesses called by the Subcommit
tee. With the consent of a majority of the 
Members of the Subcommittee present and 
voting, these questions shall be put to the 
witness by the Chairman, by a Member of 
the Subcommittee, or by Counsel of the 
Subcommittee. 

13. Any person whose name is mentioned 
or who is specifically identified, and who 
believes that testimony or other evidence 
presented at a public hearing, or comment 
made by a Subcommittee Member or coun
sel, tends to defame him or otherwise ad
versely affect his reputation, may (a) request 
to appear personally before the Subcommit
tee to testify in his own behalf, or, in the 
alternative, (b) file a sworn statement of 
facts relevant to the testimony or other evi
dence or comment complained of. Such re
quest and such statement shall be submttted 
to the Subcommittee for its consideration 
and action. 

14. All testimony taken in executive session 
shall be kept secret and will not be released 
!or public information without the approval 
of a majority of the Subcommittee. 

15. No Subcommittee report shall be re
leased to the public without the approval of 
a majority of the Subcommittee. 

16. All staff me:r;nbers shall be confirmed by 

a majority of the Subcommittee. After con
firmation, the Chairman shall certify staff 
appointments to the Financial Clerk of the 
Senate, in writing. 

17. The minority shall select for appoint
ment to the Subcommittee staff a Chief 
Counsel for the minority who shall, upon 
being confirmed, work under their super
vision and direction; who shall be kept fully 
informed as to investigations and hearings, 
have access to all material in the files of the 
Subcommittee, and, when not otherwise en
gaged, shall do other Subcommittee work. 

One clerk on the Subcommittee staff, ac- • 
ceptable to it, shall be assigned to the mi
nority. When not otherwise engaged such 
Clerk shall be assigned other duties for the 
Subcommittee. 

ExHmIT 2 
EXTRACT OF PAGE 20256, CONGRESSIONAL REC

ORD, FOR TuESDAY, JULY 9, 1968--SENATE 
• • • • • 

SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING SENATE 
SESSION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Permanent 
Subcom.mdttee on Investigations of the Com
mittee on Government Operations and the 
Subcommittee on Executive Reorganization 
of the Committee on Government Opera
tions be authorized to meet during the ses
sion of the Senate today. 

The PREsmENT pro tempore. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

EXHIBIT 3 
TRANSCRIPT OF THE JEFF FORT TESTIMONY ON 

JULY 9, 1968 
• • 

Mr. ADLERMAN. Jeff Fort. 
The CHAmMAN. Be sworn. Hold up your 

hand, please. What ls that fist? 
You do solemnly swear the evidence you 

ehall give before this Senate Subcommittee 
shall be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. FORT. I do. 
The CHAmMAN. Be seated. 
Mr. Counsel, I w111 perm.it you to identify 

yourself. 
Mr. PATNER. My name is Marshall Patner, 

P-a-t-n-e-r. Mr. Chairman-
The CHAmMAN. Just a moment. 
You are a member of what Bar? 
Mr. PATNER. The Bar of the State of Illinois. 
The CHAmMAN. Very well. 
Mr. PATNER. Mr. Chairman, on July 1, 1968, 

I presented. a request to you. I would like at 
this time to have that request made part of 
the record. 

The CHAIRMAN. Let me see the request. 
Mr. PATNER. I have supplied copies to you 

and to each of the members of the sub
committee, if you would like some further 
copies I have them. 

The CHAmMAN. With respect to your re
quest to which you have referred, for the 
record, this request which is brief and con
cise may be printed in the record at this 
point. 

(The request is as follows:) 
"JULY l, 1968. 

"Honorable Chairman and Members of the 
Subcommittee on Investigations of the 
Committee on Government Operations 
of the United States Senate: 

"Mr. Client, Mr. Jeff Fort, has been sub
poenaed to appear before th1B committee con
cerning an investigation of the Woodlawn 
area Job Training Project, Chicago, Illinois, 
funded by the Office of Economic Oppor
tunity. On behalf of Mr. Fort, I hereby re
quest and demand: 

"1. That each person who has made state
ments or presented evidence before this Sub
committee, either orally or in any written 
form, including by affidavit, which tends to 
defame Mr. Fort or otherwise adversely 
effect his reputation, and any persons who 
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shall hereafter do so, be called to appear per
sonally before this Subcommittee and at 
such time to be confronted personally by Mr. 
Fort and his undersigned counsel, after rea
sonable notice to Mr. Fort and said Coun
sel of the time and place of such personal 
appearance by each such person. 

"2. That the undersigned Council for Mr. 
Fort be permitted to personally orally cross
examine, in a reasonable manner, sa.ld pel"
sons described In paragraph 1, above. 

"3. Mr. Fort also requests and demands the 
right to present additional evidence as to 
the Issues described in paragraph l, above. 

"Respectfully sub mi ttlng, 
"Marshall Patner 

0540 So. Kenwood Avenue 
Chica.go, Illinois 60637 
(Attorney for Mr. Jeff Fort)." 

"AFFIDAVIT 
"I hereby affirm that I personally delivered 

a copy of the attached letter of request and 
demand, dated July 1, 1968, to the HonOl'
able Senator John McClellan on July ----· 
1968, at ________ m, 

"MARSHALL PATNER. 
"The foregoing was signed before me on 

July----· 1968. 

"Witness or Notary Public" 
The CHAIRMAN. Request number one 1s a 

matter that addresses itself to the discre
tion of the committee, the number of the 
witnesses to which you referred whose testi
mony may have refiected upon your client, 
Mr. Fort, a number of those witnesses have 
appeared in person, are here, some of them 
today 1n person, and as to whether the com
mittee wlll call any other witnesses, wit
nesses that you may request, is a matter that 
addresses itself to the committee at the time 
you submit their names and make a special 
request for a given witness. 

Your request number two, that the under
signed counsel for Mr. Fort be permitted to 
personally orally cross-examine 1n a reason
able manner said persons described in para
graph one above cannot be granted under 
the Rules of the Committee. 

You may submit questions for the com
mittee to present, to ask witnesses that may 
have appeared or may appear to testify with 
respect to your client. 

The committee will weigh those questions 
and if proper wm ask the questions. 

Number three, "Mr. Fort also requests and 
demands the right to present additional evi
dence as to the issues described in para
graph 1, above," those matters will be re
solved as we proceed after he has testified. 

If you have witnesses you wish to produce 
for him the committee will consider them. 
I cannot rule upon number one and number 
three at this time. Number two, the commit
tee wm be governed by the Rules of the 
Committee. 

Mr. PATNER. Mr. Chairman, may I respond 
very briefiy? 

The CHAmMAN. Yes. 
Mr. PATNER. I then request that the chair 

strike from the record any testimony under 
Rule 13 which is testimony or other evidence 
that tends to defame or otherwise adversely 
affect the reputation of my cllent. 

It ls our position, Mr. Chairman, that if 
the testimony is so adverse under the stand
ards set up under Rule 13 we must have the 
right to either to confront or cross-examine 
the witnesses who did not appear to file 
affidavits. 

The CHAIRMAN. Rule 13 reads-were you 
through? 

Mr. PATNER. I was going to say we would 
otherwise be denied a fair hearing. 

The CHAmMAN. "Any person whose name 
ls mentioned or who is specifically identified, 
and who believes that testimony or other 
evidence presented at a public hearing, or 
comment made by a Subcommittee Member 
or counsel, tends to defame him or otherwise 
adversely affect his reputation, may (a} re-

quest to appear personally before the Sub
committee to testify in his own behalf, or, 
in the alternative, (b) file a sworn statement 
of facts relevant to the testimony or other 
evidence or comment complained of. Such 
request and such statement shall be sub
mitted to the Subcommittee for its consid
eration and action." 

Under that rule there is no authority and 
no reason for the committee to strike from 
the record anything that may have been 
sworn to here under oath in which your 
client's name was mentioned either favor
ably or adversely. 

So, we wlll not strike, the ruling of the 
chair will be if I am sustained that nothing 
we have received in the record thus far will 
be stricken from the record. 

Senator MUNDT. We are limlted by rules. 
We have called Mr. Fort, he ls here. He will 
have ample opportunity to testify in his own 
defense. 

Mr. PATNER. I understand that. It was my 
position and It is our position on behalf of 
my cllent unless we can confront and cross
examine-

The CHAIRMAN. A little louder. 
Mr. PATNER. I am sorry, sir. 
It is our position that unless we are able 

to confront and cross-examine the witnesses 
that we are dented any remedy to respond to 
the harm that Rule 13 of this committee rec
ognizes if Rule 13 is not adequate to afford 
us a fair hearing that rule should be 
amended, sir. 

The OHAmMAN. Well, that is your sugges
tion. You understand we have preferred no 
charges against your client. This is not a 
court. He is not on trial. This committee can
not deprive him of liberty or impose any 
penalty for anything he may have done. 

All this committee can do is to investigate 
matters that come within his jurisdiction 
which the Congress by appropriate resolu
tion and by the rules of the Senate have in
structed and given this committee a man
date to investigate and that is what we are 
doing. 

Now, Mr. Fort's name has been mentioned 
quite frequently in connection with Govern
ment money that has been expended on a 
project with which he is identified in the 
high capacity of center chief of this project. 

Senator MUNDT. At what salary? 
Mr. DuFFY. $6,000 a year. 
The CHAmMAN. In this aspect of this hear

ing we are investigating the expenditure of 
that money, what it was spent for. It was al
legedly spent for school. He was instructor 
or center chief of one of these units, Center 
No. 1. 

The Congress is interested and the Senate 
is interested in ascertaining how this money 
was spent, what the taxpayers got for it and 
whether it was a legitimate expenditure or 
if it was a wasteful expenditure or if it was 
expended under .circumstances where it was 
not even calculated to produce any benefits. 

All of those matters address themselves to 
the committee and are subjects that are in
volved in this illquiry. 

He ls a proper witness before the commit
tee because he is the recipient of Govern
ment funds. He wm be interrogated accord
ingly. 

Senator MUNDT. To make it short, Mr. 
Counsel, he appears here as a Federal em
ployee getting over $500 a month from the 
Federal Government. 

He appears here in complete compliance 
with Rule 13 to defend himself against any 
charges which have been made. 

The other rules you allude to, you wm be 
given the same courtesy we afford other wit
nesses and other counsel, to submit to us 
questions which are relevant, pertinent, re
spectable, in which case the committee has 
the habit of asking those questions of the 
people you have been talking a.bout. 

But we have to do that after we have 
heard your client. Let him first of all purge 
the record as far as he is able of any charges 

which he has rood about or heard a.bout, or 
which have been made. 

Mr. PATNER. Senator Mundt and Mr. Chair
man, as a great deal of the testimony, evi
dence, documents that have come in are 
based on hearsay, double or triple hearsay, 
it is our position that it ls inadequate that 
Mr. Fort could defend himself from the 
charges that have been made unless he can 
confront and cross-examine those witnesses. 

Reserving all other questions that can be 
raised here ranging from the propriety of the 
subpoenaing and scope of the examination, 
we cannot proceed unless we can have the 
right to confront and cross-examine the 
witnesses. 
TESTIMONY OF JEFF FORT, VICE PRESIDENT OF 

THE BLACKSTONE RANGERS (ACCOMPANIED BY 
COUNSEL: MARSHALL PATNER} 
The CHAIRMAN. W111 you state your name-

I have heard your statement-will you state 
your name, please? 

Mr. FORT. Jet! Fort. 
The CHAIRMAN. Where do you live, Jeff? 
Mr. PATNER. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, I 

must instruct my cllent we cannot partici
pate without the right to cross-examine? 

The CHAIRMAN. Just a moment, counsel. 
We have extended you the courtesy of per
mitting you to appear. You listen to the com
mittee for just a moment. 

We seek information from your client re
garding a Federal project where he was em
ployed and where he received money. 

The committee desires to pursue its duty 
under the Rules of the Senate and under the 
special resolution adopted that directs this 
committee to Inquire into or study the cost 
Of Government at all levels with a. view to 
determining its economy wnd its efficiency 
and with a view of Investigating organized 
crime and also the Investigation of riots and 
causes of riots, how they might be pre
vented. 

That is a subject matter of this inquiry. 
Your cllent has information that is pertinent 
to this inquiry. He has been sworn. 

I am going to insist with the approval of 
the commlttee, the members present, two of 
which ocmstltutes a quorum, that he answer 
the questions, and I will ask you to take your 
seat and have your client take his seat .and 
let the questions be asked. 

Mr. PATNER. I aippreciate the courtesy, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, before 
counsel speaks any further, I think he should 
be alerted to something he may not know. 

As far as I know, this may be your first 
appearance before the committee. 

Mr. PATNER. Yes, sir. 
Senator MUNDT. There is only one manner 

in which your client can avoid testifying 
before this committee. He has the same right 
as any other citizen has: To take the Fifth 
Amendment on those questions which he 
thinks an honest answer might tend to in
criminate him. 

If he simply refuses to answer the ques
tions that you now suggest he will be sub
ject to a vote of contempt of Congress which 
provides a jail sentence of its own. 

I think you should know that. A lot of 
witnesses have walked out of this committee 
and other investigating committees and have 
wound up in the Federal jall because of con
tempt of Congress. 

This is an official proceeding. You have the 
right of the Fifth Amendment, of course, if 
the answers incriminate. You should know 
in advance if you walk out you have sub
jected yourself to contempt of Congress. 

Mr. PATNER. I appreciate Senator Mundt's 
admonition. It is our position that the hear
ing cannot be a fair one without the remedies 
and rights afforded that we have requested 
and reserving all other rights. I must advise 
my client that we cannot participate. 

Thank you, sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. Just a moment. I don't 

think you want to show us a discourtesy. 
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Mr. PATNER. No, sir; I do not. 
The CHAIRMAN. All right, be seated. 
Your client may be seated, also. 
Do I und1erstand that you are advising 

your client, telling the committee and advis
ing the client not to answer any questions 
that may be asked of him? 

Mr. PATNER. I am standing and advising 
my client to stand, Mr. Chairman, on the re- . 
quests that we have made. Unless those are 
granted so that we can have a fair hearing, 
we cannot participate. 

The CHAIRMAN. I am asking you the ques
tion if you will permit your client to answer 
questions? 

Mr. PATNER. If those requests were granted 
he would answer all questions. 

The CHAIRMAN. I have· told you certain 
parts of your request will be considered in 
due course when the occasion arises for them. 

One of them will have to be denied under 
the Rules of the Committee. 

Mr. PATNER. Yes, sir. It is upon the denial 
of that request that we cannot participate. 

The CHAIRMAN. Your contention is because 
of denial of item number two you cannot 
proceed? 

Mr. PATNER. That is correct. 
The CHAIRMAN. Item number two which 

I read to you from your request which is: 
"That the undersigned counsel for Mr. Fort 
be permitted to personally orally cross
examine in a reasonable manner said persons 
described in paragraph 3, above."? 

Mr. PATNER. That is correct. That includes 
the right to confront and cross-examine such 
witnesses who have made statements adverse 
as set out in Rule 13. 

The CHAIRMAN. Very well. You acknowl
edge that your client was subpoenaed to be 
here and is now under subpoena before this 
committee? 

Mr. PATNER. I do. 
The CHAIRMAN. And that subpoena was 

duly served on him and he is here now in 
response to that subpoena? 

Mr. PATNER. Yes. But I reserve questions 
about the sufficiency of the subpoena, itself. 

The CHAIRMAN. I am going to ask your 
client two or three questions or a few ques
tions. You can order him not to answer if 
you like but I want to make this record very 
clear. 

I am not sure about your position. I don't 
need to advise you, you are a lawyer. If you 
advise him to place himself in contempt of 
the committee, that is a maitter that ad
dresses itself to you. You know what you are 
doing. 

I will not attempt to advise you on that. 
I do want to make a record so that there will 
be no question on review of this matter as to 
what effort was made here to try to get the 
win teas to testify. 

Mr. PATNER. Mr. Chairman, it may be un
derstood that he will not ans,wer any ques
tions unless the request of number two be 
answered. 

It may be so clearly understood in the rec
ord, if I may. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is your statement. I 
am going to ask the questions and we will see 
whether he follows your advice. 

State your place of residence, Mr. Fort. 
Mr. PATNER. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry, we 

cannot participate. 
The CHAIRMAN. I don't need you to tell me 

at this time. I am going to ask the question. 
Mr. PATNER. Can I answer the question? We 

cannot participate any further. 
The CHAIRMAN. You are walking off re

fusing to let him testify? 
Mr. PATNER. On the conditions that I pre

viously stated, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Will you not permit this 

committee to make a record by asking ques
tions and letting him determine whether 
he will answer them or not? 

Mr. PATNER. The record is clear that he can
not testify on my advice. 

The CHAIRMAN. Then I may say to you un-

der these circumstances, as far as I know 
both of you are in contempt. 

(The witness and his counsel withdrew 
from the hearing room at 11: 27 a.m.) 

Senator MUNDT. It is a clear case of con
tempt, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Both the attorney and the 
witness. 

Senator CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to have the record show that I was prepared 
to ask Mr. Fort several questions. 

I wanted to ask him whether or not he 
was a paid employee of the OEO project, by 
whom he was employed, when; if he was ap
pointed when his service was terminated. 

If he is still on the payroll, what his duties 
were, and what was his salary. 

He perhaps would have the right to claim 
the Fifth Amendment against answering but 
he has no right to walk out of the commit
tee room and neither answer nor raise his 
objection. 

I think that he needs a new lawyer. 
The CHAIRMAN. Let the record show that 

the witnesses would have been asked by the 
chair, if he is the same Jeff Fort who was 
center chief of Center No. 1 of the Wood
lawn project from July 1, 1967, to 10-25-67. 

He held this 'position as center chief, Cen
ter No. l, at $6,000 a year. 

Mr. DUFFY. This is the OEO-funded project 
from OEO. 

The CHAIRMAN. Woodlawn Project. He 
would have been asked that. 

Let the record show he would have been 
asked about the salary he received from the 
Federa: Government. 

Let the record show that he would have 
been asked the question of whether he per
formed any services for that salary. 

Let the record show. that he will be asked 
whether he actually gave any supervision 
over the project in that center or if he gave 
any instruction to any of the proposed stu
dents who attended, trainees who attended 
the training program. 

Also he would be asked whether he was a 
member of the Blackstone Rangers and 
whether in that capacity he had a duty to 
make reports as a member of the Rangers 
and also primarily as a member, as a Fed
eral Government employee acting in the ca
pacity of supervisor, director or instructor 
of one of these centers. 

He would have been asked whether as a 
center chief or in his official capacity in con
nection with this project if he submitted 
pertinent reports to the project director. 

He would have been asked whether he 
offered direction or gave direction to instruc
tors when he felt it was appropriate, in
structions in the project. 

He would have been asked about the 
record-keeping system of the project which 
was under his jurisdiction and a part of his 
duties. 

He would have been asked a.bout staff re
ports, whether he ma.de any staff reports 
on the project as required as part of his 
duties. 

He would have been asked about making 
evaluations of the staff, whether he did that 
in performance of his duties. 

He would have also been asked regarding 
conduct that was carried on in the center. 

He would have been asked regarding the 
activities of the gangsters-of the Black
stone Rangers with respect to compelling 
trainees to give a kickback to the Blackstone 
Ranger organization out of their salaries. 

He would have been asked whether he 
attended the meetings, attended the school 
and actually performed his duties or whether, 
as some testimony indicates, he spent much 
of his time away from the school without 
giving it any attention or supervision. 

He would also have been asked about the 
Ranger organization, whether any of these 
Federal funds that were paid to him as sal
aries, he and other members of the Ranger 
organization who were on the Federal pay-

I 

roll in connection with this project, whether 
they used that money and money that they 
received from kickbacks from trainees, 
whether they used that money to purchase 
marijuana, whether they used that money 
to purchase guns and ammunition or other 
explosives, and whether they engaged, the 
Rangers, to his knowledge, any members of 
it, any of those identified with this Fed
eral project within his knowledge, while 
working for this project, engaged in black
mailing merchants, extorting money from 
merchants, and whether the Rangers during 
the course of this project and whether he 
participated in such practices, required 
school children going to public school in 
the Woodlawn area, to pay a stipend each 
week so that they could cross what is alleged 
to be so-called Ranger territory to get to 
public schools. 

He would be asked whether money in the 
nature or guise of dues to the organization 
was extorted from members by threats, in
timidation and by violence or wheher mem
bers of the public school were compelled to 
drop out of public school, cease attending the 
public school and attend this so-called Fed
eral project training course. 

And if they refused, whether they were 
threatened with violence, whether violence 
was actually inflicted upon them, and if by 
those tactics they did succeed in having a 
number of students drop out of the public 
school and attend this so-called training pro
gram and then require them while attending 
the program to give a kickback out of their 
salary, money they were paid for attending 
the school, back to the Rangers for its fund 
and for personal and private use. 

He would also be asked about the story 
of guns in the center, particularly in the 
First Presbyterian Church, in the loft of it, 
and in the tunnel of it. 

He would also be asked about the purchase 
of guns in Circle Pine, Mich., which guns re
portedly were returned to and placed in the 
First Presbyterian Church, one of the centers 
of this organization. 

Senator MUNDT. On the trip he is alleged to 
have made he was an employee at the time, 
he was being paid a salary by the Federal Gov
ernment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 
Senator MUNDT. I would like to add, Mr. 

Chairman, one other question I expected to 
ask. 

In view of the fact that one of the func
tions of these hearings ls to determine 
whether or no this particular OEO project 
should be refunded-counsel tells me the 
trip made to Circle Pine was before he was on 
the OEO payroll-I want to ask you whether 
or not in view of the fact that Reverend Fry 
was asked the question if there were any 
of the Blackstone Rangers in the Main 21 in 
whom he had sufficient confidence so that if 
the project were re-funded he felt that they 
were the kind of young men who should 
head it, he singled out Engene Hairston and 
Jeff Fort as the two in whom he had the 
most confidence. 

He was again going to have leadership role 
in the OEO program if in fact it was going 
to be funded. 

This is a valid point in determining whether 
or not this is a wise and judicious expendi
ture of taxpayers' money. 

How in the world we can discover whether 
or not a program should be re-funded when 
the people at the head of it refuse to go 
ahead and testify will be out of my power 
to comprehend because he has been singled 
out by Reverend Fry, a gentleman whose 
judgment we would have to respect in a mat
ter of this kind, as the type of young man 
in Main 21 in whom he has the maximum 
confidence. 

Senator CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to inquire of the chairman and the staff 
whether or not Mr. Jeff Fort or his counsel 
have submitted any questions to the com-
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mittee pursuant to Rule 13 for the consid
eration of the committee? 

Mr. ADLERMAN. They have not submitted 
any questions whatsoever. I might point out 
also that Mr. Pa tner, the counsel to Mr. 
Fort, is the same gentleman that Reverend 
Fry stated he contacted when he wanted an 
attorney for Mr. l\,{artin. 

I would also like to point out that in my 
arrangements for him to appear, whether 
or not he would be called on a certain date, 
I would tell the counsel for Mr. Fry or one 
of the gentlemen who was in the room who 
was going to be Washington counsel for Mr. 
Fry, and he would tell me, "I will see to it 
that Fort will be notified that he has to 
testify on this particul·ar date." 

So there seems to be a close connection 
between Mr. Fry's counsel and Mr. Fort's 
counsel. 

Senator CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, has Rule 13 
been printed in today's hearings in its en
tirety? 

I know it has been referred to and read. 
Mr. Ohairman, ip order to make this rec

ord of today abundantly clear for the con
sideration of the Senate should they decide 
to consider it, I ask that Rule 13 in its en
tirety be printed at this point in the record. 

The CHAIRMAN. I think I read it all in. 
Senator CURTIS. That was my question. 
The CHAmMAN. I read it into the record 

but it may be printed in the record. 
Senator CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I would like 

to point out I was particularly anxious to 
make inquiry of Mr. Jeff Fort concerning the 
operation of this particular OEO project be
cause he was so highly recommended to this 
committee by Reverend Fry of the First 
Presbyterian Church in Ohicago. 

I refer to the record of these hearings on 
June 25, 1968, page 4077. 

Senator MuNDT. Go back to page 4076 
when the chairman asked him whether he 
recommended the prQject and who he would 
like to have in charge of it. 

• • 
Senator CURTIS. I am going to read por

tions of it first. 
On page 4077 the chairman addressed 

Reverend Fry as' follows: "I didn't as'k you 
if you were on the advisory board. I am ask
ing you, you are recommending the project. 
You know these people. You have been their 
legal adviser. Would you recommend that a 
single one of them be retained and used in 
this program? If so, name them. 

"Reverend FRY. I would name two immedi
ately and thereafter claim not sufficient com
petence. 

"The CHAIRMAN. What two would you 
name? 

"Reverend FRY. Eugene Hairston and Jeff 
Fort. 

"The CHAIRMAN. Let us take Jeff Fort. 
You would name him." 

"Reverend FRY. Yes, sir. 
"The CHAIRMAN. What specific qualifica

tions do you think he has? 
"Reverend FRY. He has the love and the 

respect and the friendship of the people 
who would be in the program." 

Mr. Chairman, it is apparent there was 
close acquaintanceship, if not close associa
tion, between Jeff Fort and Reverend Fry. 

Serious implications have been made con
cerning the number of individuals. I think 
that our investigation will be incomplete 
unless we can ask Mr. Jeff Fort if he fre
quented the First Presbyterian Church of 
Chicago, whether or not he ever observed any 
unlawful acts there such as gambling, use 
or distribution of narcotics of any kind, sex
ual misbehavior, and whether or not he ever 
observed any guns and under what condi
tions. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Very well. 
The chair would like to also make the 

record clear that in addition to the state
ments that have been made here as to the 
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questions that would have been .asked the 
witness, he would have been asked a number 
of other questions pertaining to the subject 
matters under inquiry, questions about 
eliciting information that the committee be
lieves was within his knowledge which would 
be essental for this committee to have in 
conducting a thorough Investigation of the 
issue involved. 

The chair would also like to observe upon 
his failure to answer these questions that 
have been stated here by the chair and by 
other metnbers of the committee, that he re
fused to answer these questions. 

He would ·have been ordered to answer 
and he would have been directed to answer 
unless he took the Fifth Amendment and 
made the statement that he believed that a 
truthful answer to the question might tend 
to incriminate him. 

Unless he exercised the Fifth Amendment 
privilege he would have been ordered and 
directed by the committee to answer the 
questions that have been related here and 
others that are pertinent to this inqury. 

Senator MUNDT. Let the record clearly show 
that both he and his counsel were clearly 
and adequately warned in advance that he 
had a right to take the Fifth Amendment but 
he did not have the right to defy the commit
tee, the Senate and the Government of the 
United States by refusing either to answer or 
to take the Fifth Amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Very well. Is there any
thing further on that? 

Call your next witness. 
Mr. ADLERMAN. I would like to recall 

Houtsma and Doyle. 
The CHAIRMAN. Proceed, Mr. Counsel. 

EXHIBIT 4 
PERMISSION FOR THE SUBCOMMITTEE TO MEET 

[Extract of page 20423, the Congressional 
Record, July 10, 1968-Senate) 

• • • • • 
SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING ~NATE 

SESSION 
_ Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the su·bcommittee 
on Executive Reorganization of the Com
mittee on Government Operations and the 
Permanent Subcommittee ·on Investigations 
of the Committee on Government Operations 
be authorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. INOUYE in 
the chair). Without objection, it is so ordered. 

EXHIBIT 5 
PERMISSION FOR THE COMMITTEE TO MEET 
[Extract of page 21751, .the Congressional 

Record, July 17, 1968-Senate] 

• • • 
COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE SESSION 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Government Operations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Senate 
today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate is operating under limited time. How 
much time does the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCELLAN. I yield myself 5 
minutes. 

Mr. President, as Senators know, and 
as is known to the public at large, the 
Senate Committee on Government Op
erations has a Permanent Subcommittee 
on Investigations which, under the rules 
of the Senate and special resolutions en
acted each year by the Senate, is em
powered and directed to conduct certain 
investigations. Primarily, one of those 
responsibilities is to study government at 

all levels, with a view of determining its 
efficiency and economy, and to that re
sponsibility has been added the duty to 
investigate organized crime, and also to 
investigate rioting, civil disturbances, 
the causes thereof, and to report the 
findings to this body. The Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations, as Sen
ators know, has been in existence now 
for several years-more than a decade-
and has conducted many investigations. 

Recently, in the course of investigat
ing riots and disorders that have oc
curred in this country, and in pursuit of 
its responsibility to investigate organized 
crime and to study government at all 
levels, with a view to determining its effi
ciency and economy, the subcommittee 
received information that a Government 
agency, the Office of Economic Oppor
tunity, had made a grant to another or
ganization-not a Federal organization, 
but a community organization-in the 
city of Chicago, of almost $1 million for 
the ostensible purpose of setting up 
training schools or centers to accommo
date, in the vernacular, two Chicago 
street gangs. 

The grant was made. Four centers 
were established-two primarily to serve 
the members of one gang, the "Black
stone Rangers," and two to serve another 
street gang, the "Disciples." The com
mittee has found that one' of these gangs, 
the Blackstone Rangers, has a group 
known as the "Main 21" which consti
tutes the governing body of that gang. 
The gang-it also is called "the Black
stone Ranger Nation"-claims a mem
bership of several thousand, primarily 
on the South Side of Chicago. I am un
able to state exactly the nwnber of per
sons who belong to the Rangers, but it 
has quite a large membership, 

The Federal money was used to set up 
four training schools. One of the schools 
for .the Rangers was established in a 
church and another at a neighboring 
location. It is very difficult t.o descrlbe 
all the activities which took place in 
these training centers, but I can give 
this illustration. 

Presumably, the schools were estab
lished to train youths so that they could 
get jobs, and there were provisions in 
the Federal grant to find jobs for them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TYD
INGS in the chair). The 5 minutes of the 
Senaitor has expired. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield myself an 
additional 5 minutes. 

The trainees were to have instructors, 
and there were supervisors and center 
chiefs. Nearly every member of the 
"Main 21" has a long criminal record, 
and many of them were employed as the 
teachers and supervisors. Some of them 
could hardly read or write. None of them 
was a professional educator. Their only 
claim to recognition is that they are gang 
leaders and members-that they are 
gangsters. They were put in charge of 
teaching the youths. Some of the youths 
were oompelled to attend the schools by 
coercion, intimidation, threats, and by 
use of violence, as the testimony in the 
subcommittee's hearings shows. 

Those who attended were paid $45 a 
week, plus certain allowances for de
pendents and for carfare. The Rangers 
demanded a kickback from the youths, 
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and that money went into the Rangers' 
treasury. The amount of the kickback 
for trainees was $5 a week, I believe, and 
for the instructors and supervisors the 
amount was greater. The vice president 
of the Rangers, Jeff Fort, was a center 
chief drawing $6,000 a year, or $500 a 
month. The testimony before the sub
committee is that he was taught to read 
and write while he was in jail during the 
past year, after he was given this assign
ment. 

The president of the Rangers, a man 
named Eugene Hairston, has recently 
been convicted for the crime of solicit
ing some youths aged 13, 14, and 15 to 
take a gun and go to a car and murder 
the occupants of the car. All of them 
were not murdered. I believe one person 
was murdered and the other two, as I 
recall, escaped with injury. 

This president of the Rangers has been 
convicted and is on bond for that of
fense which happened during the time 
these schools were in operation. 

The subcommittee called Jeff Fort as 
a witness. We had subpenaed him and we 
had him ready to testify. He was admin
istered the oath and then he was asked 
his name. He gave his name. Then, his 
lawyer advised him not to testify because 
the attorney had filed with the subcom
mittee a request that all witnesses who 
had testified and who had reflected in 
any way in their testimony derogatorily 
toward his client, Jeff Fort, be recalled, 
and the opportunity given to the attor
ney ' to cross-examine them. If this was 
not done and if the attorney was not 
given the opportunity to cross-examine 
any other witnesses, they would not par
ticipate in the proceedings. 

It was on that basis they refused to 
participate, and after every proper effort 
was made by the chairman and other 
members of the committee to get Fort to 
testify and answer questions about Gov
ernment funds that had been paid him, 
what they were paid for, what services he 
had rendered, how his school had oper
ated, and to testify among other things, 
about the storing of weapons, the sale of 
narcotics, the shakedown of merchants 
and other persons in the community, and 
blackmail. He would have been asked 
whether those things had gone on. He 
was a proper witness. 

We sought to interrogate him. His 
counsel instructed him not to answer, 
and without permission of the commit
tee they departed from the hearing 
chamber. 

Those are the facts. There is involved 
a challenge to the power of the Senate to 
carry on its functions and adequately to 
protect the taxpayers of this Nation in 
the expenditure of the revenues which we 
exact from them in taxes to support the 
Government. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 5 minutes have expired. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 1 additional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, in my 
opinion, this is a case of flagrant con
tempt of this body. I ask favorable 
action on the resolution of citation. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for 3 minutes? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Will the Senators 
on the other side of the aisle yield to the 
Senator? They have 15 minutes remain
ing on that side. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I rise to 
commend the Senator from Arkansas in 
the very effective and patriotic work he 
has done in conducting the investigation 
dealing with the expenditure of $1 mil
lion of taxpayer funds under the direc
tion of the Office of Economic Oppor
tunity. 

The Senator has just related how this 
money was ' spent. The Blackstone 
Rangers, the Main Committee of 21, 
made up of young men who belonged to 
gangs, committed blackmail, murder, 
sale of drugs, thuggery, and thievery. 
They were placed on the payroll as the 
directors of the program. They earned 
$6,000 and $7,000 a year paid by the tax
payers. 

Based upon what I have read in the 
newspaper, tt appears that the quarters 
in which these operations were carried 
on were used to cache guns, to sell drugs, 
and to plan operations that extorted 
moneys and properties from the busi
nessmen and citizens of the community. 

To me the revelations are of double 
significance because they reveal what 
happens when Government surrenders 
to thugs and thieves, drug addicts, rap
ists, and murderers. 

Someone gifted with peculiar knowl
edge conceived the idea that if they put 
these criminals in charge of schools to 
which others who were innocent might 
come, they would produce a better citi
zenry. It is just unbelievable that tax
payers' money in the amoun.t of a million 
dollars was given to an agency, the head 
of which hired 14- and 15-year-old boys 
to go out and murder a man. 

Is it that man who came before the 
committee that the committee wishes to 
interrogate? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The man who was 
convicted for solicitation of murder was 
the president. This is the second in com
mand, the vice president. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The second in com
mand, the vice president. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. And he was on the 
payroll at $6,000 a year. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. He has been summoned 
by a committee of the U.S. Senate to 
testify. He has declined to do so except 
to give his name and address. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. He did not give his 
address. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I do not think there is 
any question about what the Senate will 
do with regard to the resolution of the 
Senator from Arkansas, but I submit 
to Senators that we had better under
stand that when thugs, thieves, mur
derers, and drug addicts are placed in 
Government operations to become the 
teachers of youth, the product will be 
criminals and not law-abiding citizens. 

The time has come when we had better 
quit surrendering to the criminal and 
begin exercising the power of Govern
ment to put criminals in their places, 
and that would be the penal institutions, 

and not placing them in charge of agen
cies that are supposed to be teachers 
of morality. 

Mr. President, I should like to say a 
further word about a significant devel
opment in the District of Columbia. I 
think it was about a week or 10 days ago 
that two policemen were shot. One died, 
and I do not know what the state of 
health of the other is, but he was on the 
verge of death. 

An organization in the District of Co
lumbia condemned the Policemen and 
exculpated those who perpetrated the 
killing. 

That same organization is now de
manding that the assignment of police
men be taken away from their superiors 
in the Police Department and placed in 
the hands of a separate agency. 

All that that can be interpreted to 
mean is that this group wants to obtain 
domination over what the nations of the 
world consider to be the Department of 
the Interior, with the police and enforce
ment officials in control. 

Communist Policy has always been to 
get control of the law-enforcement of
ficials and then they can impose their 
tyranny, oppression, and brutality in any 
manner they desire. 

If things move in the future as they 
have moved in the past, I suppose this 
organization will get the control they 
are demanding, and we will find that 
control of the District of Columbia Po
lice Department will not rest with the 
police authorities but in those who, just 
as in Chic·ago, became teachers in what 
are supposed to be Government schools, 
instead of being sent to prison as just 
punishment for their crimes. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum, with the 
understanding that the time will be 
charged to neither side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
MUNDT] such time as this side has left, 
which I believe is 7 or 8 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I shall not 
take that much time. 

I support the presentation which 
has been made by the able chairman of 
the committee, the Senator from Ar
kansas [Mr. McCLELLAN], who endorses 
this resolution for citation of contempt. 
It has passed through the regular proc
esses of the legislative mechanism of the 
subcommittee and the full committee, all 
the way through by unanimous vote. I 
would hope that the vote would be unani
mous, or certainly nearly unanimous, on 
the part of the Senate at this time. 

Let me say that in the long history of 
this Republic, the investigative power of 
Congress has served the people exceed
ingly well. 

Many who have written about the 
functions of Congress, including the late 
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and beloved President, Woodrow Wilson, 
a great Democratic leader of our Nation, 
said in one of his scholarly books that 
he considered the investigative power of 
Congress to be one of the most impartant 
and fruitful functions of the legislative 
boey. I share that opinion. 

At stake here, of course, is the simple 
issue of whether Congress ·shall have an 
effective capacity to investigate what
ever comes before the Senate or House 
ln terms of something which indicates 
that an investigation should be made. 

Without the power to be able to sum
mon witnesses, without the power of 
subpena to get them before a committee 
and the authority to get them to re
spond to appropriate questions, the 
whole investigative procedure of the 
Senate would become a fruitless farce. 
Nothing effective could be accomplished. 
We might as well turn over to agencies 
of the Government, the private sector, or 
anyone else who may have done some
thing which requires investigation, the 
complete authority to build a great big 
.Chinese wall a.round themselves and 
keep from Congress and the public the 
pertinent facts which are necessary. 

I repeat, the isi::ue is simple. At stake is 
not whether this particular witness shall 
have the power to refuse to answer 
questions without taking recourse to the 
fifth amendment or without providing 
any extenuating circumstances. But 
here is a man who has been a Federal 
employee, drawing in the neighborhood 
of $6,000 to $7,000 a year. Certainly, if 
Congress does not have the right to in
vestigate what he has been doing with 
the money and what kind of program he 
has been running, then Congress would 
have the right to investigate no one and 
the right to investigate nothing, because 
without the power of subpena and the 
right to compel testimony, the investi
gative procedure, of course, would. come 
to naught. 

Thus, I strongly recommend to the 
Senate that in the forthcoming roll
call vote, we overwhelmingly reaffirm 
the investigative power of Congress by 
citing Jeff Fort for contempt of the 
Senate. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from South Dakota yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Nebraska such time 
as he may desire. 

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the distinguish
ed Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. President, there is no alternative 
to a citation for contempt in this case. 
It is my hope that it will be prosecuted 
and sustained by the court. If anything 
less than that occurs, the investigative 
power of the Senate and the House-
Congress as a whole--will be greatly im
paired. 

Mr. President, I have observed the con
duct of the investigative committee un
der the chairmanship of the distinguish
ed Senator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLEL
LAN]. I have found that he has operated 
fairly and judiciously. The committee 
has operated under written rules. The 
written rules provide that a witness may 
submit questions to the committee to be 
propounded by the committee to any wit
ness he feels has maligned or adversely 
aif ected him. 

The committee has also honored the 
right of a witness to decline to answer 
because of self-incrimination. As a mat
ter of fact, the committee has refrained 
from asking questions when it knew that 
the subject matter involved a pending 
criminal action. 

In this particular case, the witness, 
Jeff Fort, did not even remain in the 
committee room. He did not exercise his 
right to decline to answer because his 
answers might tend to incriminate him. 
After giving his name, his attorney an
neunced in substance that unless the 
committee changed its written rules of 
many years standing, they would refuse 
to answer and would leave the room. 

His attention was called to the fact 
that he might be cited for contempt. Two 
or three times the chairman asked the 
witness and his attorney to pause for a 
moment so he might inform him of the 
seriousness of the situation. The rules 
were ref erred to and read into the record. 
He knew he had a right to submit ques
tions to the committee to be propounded 
to other witnesses. His attorney said: 
"No. We ask that you change the rules 
and permit the attorney for the witness 
to cross-examine other witnesses"-not 
just other witnesses who happened to be 
there. His request was that all witnesses 
in the past be resubpenaed and brought 
there for the attorney for the witness to 
conduct his own investigation. And on 
such a demand, the witness turned and 
walked out of the room, following his at
torney. 

Mr. President, if witnesses before 
congressional committees can just turn 
and walk away, the power of con
gressional committees has come to an 
end. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
of the Senator has expired. The Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. McCELLAN] still has 
3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, for 
the RECORD, I would like to state that 
the Permanent Subcommittee on In
vestigations is composed of nine mem
bers. Subsequent to the contempt com
mitted by the witness, the subcommit
tee met, and with eight of the nine mem
bers present, voted unanimously for this 
citation. Thereafter the full Committee 
on Government Operations, now com
posed of 14 members met. Eleven mem
bers were present, and all 11 voted for 
this citation. 

Mr. President, I share the views ex
pressed by the distinguished Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS]. If the 
Senate cannot require a witness to 
testify under the circumstances attend
ing this inquiry and the occasion when 
this witness walked out, if the authority 
of the duly constituted committees of 
this body can be flouted with impunity 
and with contempt such as the action 
and conduct that occurred in this in
stance, then the Senate of the United 
States, whenever that happens, will have 
become impotent to discharge its func
tions properly and adequately. 

I hope the Senate will vote unani
mously for adoption of the resolution. 

I yield back the balance of ~ time. 
I understand a rollcall has been 

ordered. I am ready for the call of the 
roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded back. The question is 
on agreeing to Senate Resolution 379. On 
this question, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an
nounce that the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. INOUYE] is absent on official busi
ness. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. BARTLETT], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. BAYH], the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BREWSTER], the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
LoNG], the Senator from Louisiana CMr. 
LoNG], the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
McCARTHY], and the Senator from Wy
oming CMr. McGEE] are necessarily ab
sent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
BARTLETT], the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. BAYH], and the Senator from Mary
land [Mr. BREWSTER] would eaoh vote 
"yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. DOMINICK], 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. GRIF
FIN], the Senator from New York CMr. 
JAVITS], the Senator from California 
CMr. MURPHY], the Senator from Illi
nois [Mr. PERCY], and the Senator from 
Vermont CMr. PROUTY] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. BAK
ER] and the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
TOWER] are detained on official busi
ness. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. BAKER], the Sena
tor from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the Sen
ator from Colorado CMr. DOMINICK], the 
Senator from New York [Mr. JAVITS], 
the Senator from California [Mr. MUR
PHY], the Senator from Illinois CMr. 
PERCY], the Senator from Vermont CMr. 
PROUTY], and the Senator from Texas 
CMr. TOWER] would each vote ''yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 80, 
nays O, as follows: 

Aiken 
Allott 
Anderson 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brooke 
Burdick 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Case 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervtn 
Fannin 
Fong 
Gore 
Gruening 
Hansen 

[No. 223 Leg.] 
YEAS-SO 

Harris 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hatfield 
Hayden 
Hlckenlooper 
Hill 
Holland 
Holl1ngs 
Hruska 
Jackson 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McClellan 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Miller 
Mondale 
Monroney 
Montoya 
Morse 
Morton 

Moss 
Mundt 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribicoif 
Russell 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Spong 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tydings 
W1111ams, N.J. 
Wllllams, Del. 
Yarborough 
Young, N. Dalt. 
Young, Ohio 
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NAYS-0 

NOT VOTING-19 
Baker Griffin 
Bartlett Inouye 
Bayh Javits 
Bennett Kennedy 
Brewster Long, Mo. 
Dominick Long, La. 
Fulbright McCarthy 

So the resolution 
agreed to. 

McGee 
Murphy 
Percy 
Prouty 
Tower 

(S. Res. 379) was 

LISTER lilLL NATIONAL CENTER 
FOR BIOMEDICAL COMMUNICA
TIONS-SENATE JOINT RESOLU
TION 193 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 

send to the desk a joint resolution and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution (S.J. Res. 193) was read the 
first time by title, and the second time 
at length, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 193 
Whereas, during his long and distin

guished career in the Congress, Senator 
Lister H111 has achieved more forward-look
ing legislation relating to improved health 
and educational opportunities for the Amer
ican people than any other individual in 
the history of this body; and 

Whereas, Senator Hill's legislative inter
ests in health, in education, and in libraries 
are epitomized in the National Library of 
Medicine, to whose establishment and devel
opment Senator Hill has paid particular at
tention during the course of his career; and 

Whereas, a National Center for Biomedical 
Communications to be constructed and lo
cated as a part of this Library has been 
proposed by two legislators of the House, the 
late John E. Fogarty of Rhode Island, and 
Paul G. Rogers of Florida; and further that 
this Center has been strongly endorsed by 
representatives of the scientific community 
as an urgently required facll1ty for the im
provement of coinmunicatlons necessary for 
health education, research, and practice; and 
further that this Center would function to 
contribute enduringly to the life-long objec
tives of Senator Hlll's legislative career: Be 
it therefore 

Resolved, That this Center be named and 
designated as the Lister Hill National Center 
for Biomedical Communications, thus per
petuating the name of the distinguished 
Senator from Alabama, and the legislative 
interests of his long and fruitful career in 
the U.S. Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the joint res
olution (S.J. Res. 193) was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

THE DANGER IN JUSTIFYING 
EXCESS FEDERAL EXPENDITURES 
ON THE BASIS OF A HIGHER 
GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT 
Mr. SYMINGTON. For several years 

now, in testimony before various Senate 
committees, we have heard numerous 
officials of this administration def end 
their ever-increasing budget requests on 
the grounds that the increased amount 
involved nevertheless represents a no 
greater percentage of the in-turn 
increased gross national product. 

This justification for these steadily 
growing expenditures-more than $80 
billion this year for defense alone-is 
now cause for serious apprehension; be
cause followed to its logical conclusion, 
this theory means the Federal Govern
ment oan spend an unlimited amount 
on its programs, so long as the expendi
ture in question represents a no greater 
percentage of the total GNP. 

The present economic predicament of 
this Nation, however, demonstrates that 
even a country as strong as the United 
States oannot continue with such · a 
heavy program of guns and butter, all 
ait the same time. 

It has now become clear also that the 
relative share of the gross national 
product devoted to defense in the na
tional income accounts budget is an 
inadequate measure of the impact of 
these expenditures on the economy at 
any given time; and this is true for a 
variety of reasons. 

The state of resource use in the econ
omy is a critical factor; and if the 
economy were plagued with both serious 
unemployment and considerable excess 
capacity, defense expenditures as a share 
of GNP might be maintained, or even 
increased, with little or no inflationary 
effect on the economy. 

The situation is f.ar different, however, 
when the economy is operating close to, 
or at capaciity, with low rates of un
employment and developing inflationary 
pressures. 

In the latter situation, any increase in 
autonomous expenditures could well add 
to inflationary pressures, particularly if 
the rate of increase in spending is more 
rapid than the economy can sustain. 

In other words, defense expenditures 
could be g-rowing at a slower rate than 
total GNP, or even declining as a share 
of GNP, but they could still be con
tributing to an unsustainably high rate 
of growth of the economy, with the 
attendant increase of inflationary 
pressures. 

The inadequacy of measuring the im
pact of defense expenditures on the econ
omy in terms of its relative share of 
GNP is clearly evident in the experience 
of 1965-66, with the subsequent eco
nomic development. 

Defense expenditures began to rise 
in the second half of 1965. Between the 
second quarter of 1965 and the :first 
quarter of 1966 they were up about $6 
billion. 

As a share of GNP, these defense ex
penditures rose . only from 7.3 to 7.6 per
cent. But this increase was a prime factor 
in the initiation of a serious overheating 
of the economy. Industrial production 
rose sharply, a capital equipment boom 
gained momentum, wholesale prices be
gan to rise sharply, unemployment 
dropped to under 4 percent, labor short
ages began to appear, and strong wage 
pressures began to develop in some sec
tors of industry. 

As a result, strong measures of mone
tary restraint became necessary; and at 
that time also we should have established 
measures of fiscal restraint. 

Even when defense spending main
tains only the same percentage of the 
GNP, it frequently absorbs resources 

needed for other sectors of the economy, 
sectors which have high economic and 
social priorities. • 

When the economy is operating at 
close to full employment, further ex
pansion is limited by both the labor 
force and productivity growth; and if 
defense expenditures keep pace with ex
pansion of the GNP, the increase in real 
resources available to other sectors of 
the economy can only be such as to per
mit them to maintain their present 
shares of GNP. But our national goals 
call for the reverse; namely, an expanded 
share of resources to other sectors we 
now know only too well must be ex
panded. 

As but one example, the housing sec
tor has been severely squeezed over the 
last several years; and to expand hous
ing expenditures so as to meet the pent
up demand and population shifts would 
require an increase in its relative share 
of the GNP. 

A greater share of the total output 
.as represented by the GNP is also re
quired for urban renewal, for income 
programs for the poor, and for compa
rable programs. All these programs be
come that much more dimcult if defense 
expenditures are maintained at a con
stant share of that output. 

In addition, the percentage of GNP 
devoted to defense expenditures may be 
a most misleading indicator of the 
amount of resources devoted to military 
purposes, particularly when expenditures 
increase, because the impact of new mili
tary orders on additions to business in
ventory, along with capacity expansion 
programs, is often felt long before higher 
military outlays actually appear in the 
GNP. 

This is but part of the reason why the 
movement of defense expenditures from 
7.3 to 7.6 percent of GNP in late 1965 
and early 1966-in itself a small in
crease-was associated with such large 
secondary impacts ; becaiuse it is obvious 
that heavy drafting of young men from 
the civilian labor force involves a loss 
of productive resources, along with, in 
many cases, a decline in the productivity 
of the civilian economy. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for 

the information of the Senate, it is hoped 
that we can complete action today on 
the pending business, the agricultural 
bill, but that is doubtful. If we do not 
finish with it today, we will, of course, 
continue with it tomorrow. Completion 
of action on the pending bill, today or 
tomorrow or whenever, will be followed 
by the public works appropriation bill. 

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1968 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the unfinished 
business be laid before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A 
bill (S. 3590) to extend and improve 
legislation for maintaining farm income, 
stabilizing prices, and assuring adequate 
supplies of agricultural commodities. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
amendments be agreed to en bloc, and 
that the bill as thus amended be con
sidered as original text for the purpose 
of amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Louisiana? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, all of the 
committee amendments are subject to 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I will de
vote a very short time to a discussion 
of the bill itself. The bill, as we know, 
extends, and to some extent amends the 
Agricultural Act of 1965. The Agricul
tural Act of 1965, I must say, has not 
been an unqualified success insofar as 
raising the income of the farmer has 
been concerned. 

In 1965, the farmers of the United 
States were receiving an average of 80 
percent of parity for their production. 
After about 3% years under this law, 
they are now receiving 73 percent of 
parity ·for their crops. 

I might say the pending bill is prob
ably not absolutely necessary because the 
provisions which it purports to extend 
do not expire, any of them, until July 1, 
1969. However, on the other hand, I be
lieve it will help maintain a continuity 
between this program and the next pro
gram, whatever that may be, if the 1965 
law, or the provisions of it, particularly 
as they pertain to grain and wheat, can 
be extended for l, 2, or even 3 years. 

The administration has been rather in
sistent that we extend this for 4 years. 
Four years would bring the expiration 
of it near the expiration of the next 4-
year term of the incoming President, 
whoever he may be. 

I do not think it is a good idea to start 
our 1972 presidential campaign at this 
point. And I think it is rather amazing 
that the administration is so concerned 
about this matter that it is virtually ad
mitting the loss of the coming election 
several months in advance of the elec
tion; because if it felt confident of win
ning the election in November, it cer
tainly would not be asking for this 4-year 
extension at this time. 

However, be that as it may, we do have 
an agricultural bill before us, and some 
extension of the 1965 act is desirable. 

There are a couple of new features in 
this bill. They authorize producer check
offs for promotion and research pro
grams for milk and advertising programs 
for apples in certain parts of the country. 
The authorization for deductions for the 
promotion of the consumption of milk 
extends through the entire country. 

Title I of this bill relates to the dairy
man's base plan authority. That is a pro
vision of the law which !lever should 
have existed at all. It provides that in a 
marketing order area, the milk producers 
can in effect divide the production among 

themselves, and they cannot increase 
their individual production unless they 
can purchase production rights from 
somebody who already holds the right 
to produce. I am sorry that this provision 
is in the bill. Only one of approximately 
80 marketing order areas in the United 
States has availed itself of this provision, 
and I understand that, as a result, in this 
particular marketing order area they 
make Las Vegas look like a rather ama
teurish community, since the going price 
of producing a pound of milk per day is 
now, I understand, $13. In other words, 
if I want to increase my production a 
thousand pounds a day, I would have to 
buy the right to produce that thousand 
pounds from someone who already holds 
an official base and pay about $13,000 for 
it. I am told that almost $4 million in 
cash changed hands because of the spec
ulation in the sale of the right to produce 
milk. 

I do not approve of requiring farmers 
to buy the right to produce milk or any 
other crop, but this is now in the law. 
There is no indication that any other 
marketing order area will try to avail it
self of these provisions, so I am not ob
jecting strenuously to leaving it in there 
as it is now. 

The base plan proposal, if it goes far 
enough, as one can see, could easily lead 
to a monopaly of production of a par
ticular crop in a few hands. That is 
something we certainly do not want. 

A 1-year extension for crops would be 
preferable to none at all. But, I would 
go as high as a 3-year extension, be
cause then we could go to conference 
with the House and decide what length 
of time would really be advisable and 
would be in the best interests of Amer
ican agriculture. 

At this point, Mr. President, I would 
like to correct an error on the part of 
myself or somebody else which appears 
on page 20 of the printed hearings on 
this bill. I am quoted as saying, in ques
tioning the Secretary of Agriculture; 

Do you not agree that the Extension Serv
ice has had its day and might be reduced or 
abolished? 

That certainly is not what I intended 
to say. I do not think I said it, but the 
reporter understood it that way, and it 
got by everybody and was printed that 
way, much to -the consternation of my 
friends in the Extension Service who 
have always regarded me as one of the 
best friends they had anywhere. 

What I said-what I think I said
was: 

You do not agree that the Extension Serv
ice has had its day and might be reduced o!l' 
abolished? 

But it got into print as "do you not 
agree," which made it entirely different. 

I am glad to make the correction at 
this time, and I am going to see that 
some of my friends in the Extension 
Service get a copy of the RECORD of to
day, so that they will see that it was in 
error on my part. And I want to assure 
them that I am just as strong for the 
Extension Service today as I ever was, 
and that is very strong. 

I have said, Mr. President, that I just 
cannot go along with a 4-year extension 

of this bill because, as I have said, I do 
not want to start the 1972 election cam
paign yet. So I am willing to go further 
than I think advisable, and I send to the 
desk an amendment, and ask to have it 
made the pending business. This amend
ment would reduce the 4-year extension 
to 3 years. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The bill clerk proceeded to read the 
amendment. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that further reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered; and, with
out objection, the amendment will be 
printed in the RECORD. . . 

The amendment is as ·ronows: 
On page 1, line 9, strike out "1973" . and 

insert in lieu thereof "1972". 
On page 4, lines 5 and 19, strike out "1973" 

each time it appears, and insert in lieu there
of "1972". 

On page 5, lines 7, 10, 14, and 22, strike 
out "1973" each time i·t appears, and insert 
in' lieu thereof "1972". 

On page 6, line 17, strike out "1974" and 
insert in lieu thereof "1978". 

On page 6, lines 21 and 23, strike out 
"1973" each time it appears, and insert in 
lieu thereof "1972". 

On page 7, line 18, strike out "1973" and 
insert in lieu thereof "1972". 

On page 8, lines 10, 16, and 22, strike out 
"1973" each time it appears, and insert in 
lieu thereof "1972". 

On page 9, lines 2, 6, 10, and 13, strike out 
"1973" each time it appears, and insert in 
lieu thereof "1972". 

On page 9, line 18, strike out "five calen
dar years" and insert in lieu thereof "four 
calendar years". 

On page 10, line 7, strike out "1973" and 
insert in lieu thereof "1972". 

On page 11, lines 5, 12, and 18, strike out 
"1973" each time it appears, and insert in: 
lieu thereof "1972". 

On page 11, lines 17 and 18, strike out 
"1972" each time it appears, and insert in 
lieu thereof "1971". 

On page 12, lines 18 and 24, strike out 
"1973" each time it appears, and insert in 
lieu thereof "1972". 

On page 13, line 17, strike out "1973" and 
insert in lieu thereof "1972". 

Mr. AIKEN. The amendment simply 
would reduce the extension of the 1965 
act from 4 years to 3 years. That is all it 
is intended to do. It changes the numeral 
"1973" to "1972." So that it will expire 
just before the next presidential election, 
not after. 
. Mr. YOUNG o.f North Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 

President, while I would much prefer a 
4-year extension, I would gladly support 
the 3-year extension. This is undoubtedly 
more than we will get the House to agree 
to. 

I commend the Senator from Vermont 
for offering this amendment. He has been 
a leader in agriculture for longer than I 
can remember-long before I began my 
service in the Senate. He has always 
taken a reasonable position and attitude 
toward agriculture, not only in his own 
State but also in the entire country. I 
commend him for offering the amend
ment. 
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Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator from North Dakota, with whom 
I have worked on the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry, along with the Sen
ator from Louisiana, ever since we have 
been Members of the Senate together, 
and the Senator from Florida [Mr. HOL
LAND], who I note is listening expectantly 
or avidly. 

Mr. PASTORE. Attentively. 
Mr. AIKEN. That is the word I was 

trying to find. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND I am glad the Senator 

has realized that I do listen expectantly 
and attentively to everything he says. 

If I may be allowed to say so, I was 
present when the question was asked 
by the Senator from Vermont of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, and I recall 
perfectly well that the question was one 
of great approval of the Extension Serv
ice and not of disapproval. I am rather 
shocked, as is the Senator from Vermont, 
that the question was turned around in 
the report so as to indicate his disap
proval of the Extension Service, as it 
apparently does in the record. 

The Senator from Vermont is one of 
the great friends of the Extension Serv
ice, and is properly recognized as such; 
and if he had said anything along the 
line that is quoted in the record, the 
Senator from Florida would have been 
shocked beyond expression and would 
certainly have remembered it. To the 
contrary, the Senator from Florida re
members that the attitude and expres
sion and question of the Senator from 
Vermont was most friendly to the Ex
tension Service. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, it is very 
good to have a favorable witness, as the 
Senator from Florida has proven to be. 

My purpose in asking that question of 
the Secretary of Agriculture was to give 
him an oPPortunity to dispute those 
people in and out of Government who 
claim that the Extension Service has had 
its day and ought to be reduced or abol
ished altogether. 

I yield to the Senator from Kansas. 
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I ap

preciate very much the offering of the 
amendment by the distinguished Sen
ator from Vermont, which would place 
a 3-year limitation on the extension of 
the present agricultural program. 

I sincerely hope that no action will be 
taken in the Senate that will in any way 
endanger the extension of the program. 

The question as to time, whether it is 
4 years, 3 years, 2 years, or 1 year, no 

.doubt will be brought up. I believe the 
distinguished Senator from Vermont has 
been very helpful in offering this 3-year 
amendment. 

Is the amendment for future consider
ation or is it now the pending business? 

Mr. AIKEN. The amendment has been 
made the ·pending business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is pending. 

Mr. AIKEN. The amendment provides 
for a 3-year extension of the law as it 
relates to wheat, feed grains and other 

farm commodities, rather than a 4-year 
extension. 

Mr. CARLSON. I support an extension 
of the program for all grains, and I shall 
give further consideration to the 3-year 
extension with the hope that nothing oc
curs to endanger the extension. 

Mr. AIKEN. I feel, with a new admin
istration, a new President and new Con
gress coming to Washington, this would 
be an opportunity for them to make rec
ommendations and express their opin
ions, and not have the legislation locked 
up before they get here. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Sena tor yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. The Senator from 

Rhode Island is one of those Senators 
who have been listening attentatively to 
the Senator from Vermont. I was very 
much intrigued by the Political slant 
given with respect to the 4-year term 
that would have brought it beyond a new 
President. I would like to know why the 
3 years would not put us in the same 
position. As far as I know, and I have 
been reading the newspapers, every 
candidate for the Presidency has been 
talking about the farm situation. I think 
the new President, whether he be a Re
publican or a Democrat, should have the 
opportunity to place his position before 
the Congress with respect to what we are 
going to do_ about farm products, sub
sidies, and so forth, without being im
peded or blockaded with an extension 
which takes the program beyond 1972. 

I think the Senator's proposal of a 
3-year extension would do as much harm 
to the new President that comes in as 
would be done with a 4-year extension. 

I do not see why 1 year would not be 
all right, because it would take us to 
1970. The present law takes us to De
cember 31, 1969, and an additional year 
to December 31, 1970. Even then, the new 
President would have to wait 2 years 
before he could do anything about it. I 
am wondering if there is a good and 
logical reason for it; and that is what 
I am asking the Senator. Why is it so 
im:portat to give this matter such a broad 
extension of 4 more years, when the 
term of the President is only 4 years? 

Mr. AIKEN. Does not the Senator 
think that Mr. HUMPHREY or Mr. McCAR
THY should have the opportunity to make 
their recommendations to the incoming 
Congress, which may or may not be of 
the same opinion; or that Rockefeller or 
Nixon may have recommendations? 

Mr. PASTORE. That is correct; but 
the :point is, as I understand the amend
ment, if it passes, they would have no 
jurisdiction until 1972. 

Mr. AIKEN. If a 4-year term is 
approved. . 

Mr. PASTORE. No if a 3-year exten
sion is approved? 

Mr. AIKEN. No. It would be up for 
approval during the next administration. 

Mr. PASTORE. No. Of course not. As I 
understand it, the present program, if 
we do nothing at all, expires December 
31, 1969. That means the new President 
will have to wait 1 year, anyway. By 
making the extension 3 years, the Sena
tor would take it 3 years beyond Decem
ber 31, 1969. 

I do not see how a new President will 
have a chance to look at this program 
or do anything about it. That is what 
disturbs me, because I think the farm 
problem is one of the big problems in the 
country today. The farmers have to be 
helped and the consumers considered. I 
do not think we should handcuff the 
President. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the 
Sena.tor yield to me for a comment? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield to the Senator f.rom 
Iowa. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, in re
sponse to the comments by the Senator 
from Rhode Island, I would like to Point 
out that I have pending at the desk a 
substitute for the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] 
which would extend the program for 1 
year. My reasons are largely those which 
the Senator from Rhode Island so ably 
stated. 

This would carry the program 
through December 31, 1970, and it would 
give the new administration and Con
gress more than ample time to legislate if 
legislation were deemed prudent. 

So at an appropriate time I propose 
to call up my substitute. I have discussed 
the matter with the Senaitor from Ver
mont and he knows I am planning to fol
low that course. I thought the Senat.or 
from Rhode Island should know I plan 
to take the.it action so he will have an 
opportunity t.o vote on that :point. 

Mr. AIKEN. I should oppose the 
amendment of the Sen8itor from Iowa 
which would extend the provisions for 
only 1 year. At this point, I think 2 years 
should be the minimum, 3 years would be 
preferable, and 4 years wocid be too 
much. 

As everyone here knows, we usually 
enact permanent farm legislation every 
year, anyway. We are always getting 
proposals to undo what we have done 
and to do something differently. I say the 
act of 1965 has not increased real farm 
income, al,though the result has not been 
wholly the fault of this legislation. How
ever, the fact is that where farmers 
were getting 80 percent of parity for 
their crops in 1965, they are now getting 
only 73 percent for this year, and that 
includes the first 6 months of this year. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. PEARSON. The Senator from 

Rhode Island indicated that with a 3-
year extension, the incoming adminis
tration or President would be--I think 
he used the term-"locked in." Actually, 
he is correct in this, is he not? Even 
though a new Congress could come back 
and amend laws, and pass new laws, if 
we go under this new extension for 3 
years and set the pattern and give notice 
to the farmers and permit them t.o do ad
vance planning, we are pretty well laying 
it down pretty certain that we are going 
to have a 3-year extension. Is that not 
the practical effeot of these ex·tensions? 

Mr. AIKEN. Will the Senator repeat 
his question please? 

Mr. PEARSON. Even though the Con
gress can come back with a new ad
ministration and repeal any law or put 
in another law, whether it be a 2-year 
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or a 3-year extension, it still serves 
notice on the farmers that they can do 
the planning for 2 or 3 years. 

Mr. AIKEN. It would do that, and, of 
course, an incoming President, while he 
might not be able to get the legislation 
he recommends himself, always has the 
power to veto any act of Congress which 
would rescind legislation on the books. So 
there is some political involvement. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield on that point? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. We keep talking about 

the President, and that is very impor
tant. Let us talk about Congress. A 3-
year extension would put it beyond the 
next House of Representatives. I think 
that is a deplorable situation. In other 
words, the next House of Representatives, 
which is comprised of the direct repre
sentatives of the people, and which comes 
in for a term of 2 years, would be pre
cluded from touching this program, un
less they wanted to amend it, which, of 
course, is more dangerous because then 
you throw off this assurance given farm
ers, and the farmers are placed in a more 
uncertain situation. A 3-year extension 
puts it beyond the reach of the next 
House of Representatives. I think that is 
going too far. We should at least use 2 
years and not have any wrangle, and 
rather than making it 4 years, 3 years, or 
1 year, let us get together on a 2-year 
extension, and not have too much talk 
about it and do it. 

Mr. AIKEN. I think the Senate should 
agree to 3 years because we have to go 
to conference with the House of Repre
sentatives. Has the Senator ever been to 
a conference with the Agriculture Com
mittee of the House of Representatives? 
If the Senator has not done so, he has 
missed a real experience. 

Mr. PASTORE. I know of other con
ferences where the situation was the 
same. 

Mr. AIKEN. There is no committee 
like the Agriculture Committee of the 
House to go into conference with. 

Mr. PASTORE. In the House of Rep
resentatives they have the Subcommittee 
on Foreign Aid Appropriations. The Sen
ator has not heard anything yet. 

Mr. AIKEN. I have nothing more to 
say. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, will the 
Sena.tor yield for an observation? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. PEARSON. I take note that the 

Senator from Iowa says he has a sub
stitute amendment of 1 year. The amend
ment of the Senator from Vermont is for 
3 years. I therefore think it is proper to 
indicate at this time that I have con
sulted with my senior colleague and I 
have an amendment for 2 years. Thus, 
we will get a shot at this thing all the 
way down the line before we get through 
this afternoon. 

Mr. AIKEN. Let me say to the Senator 
from Rhode Island that authority for 
this program does expire on December 
31, 1969, so I accept his correction. That 
was an inadvertence on my part. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I offer 
my substitute amendment and ask that 
it be printed in the RECORD but that read
ing thereof be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the amendment will be 
printed in the RECORD, without being 
read. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

On page l, line 9, delete "1973" and insert 
in lieu thereof "1970". 

On page 4, lines 5 and 19, delete "1973" 
and insert in lieu thereof "1970". 

On page 5, lines 7, 10, 14, and 22 delete 
"1973" and insert in lleu thereof "1970". 

On page 6, lines 21 and 23, delete "1978" 
and insert in lieu thereof "1970". 

On page 7, llne 18, delete "1973" and insert 
in lieu thereof "1970". 

On page 8, lines 10, 16 and 22, delete 
"1973" and insert in lieu thereof "1970". 

On page 9, lines 2, 6, 10, and 13, delete 
"1973" and insert in lleu thereof "1970". 

On page 10, lines 7 and 8, delete the clause 
"years :for the 1970 through 1973 wheat 
crops" and insert in lleu thereof the clause 
"year :tor the 1970 crop". 

On page 11, lines 5, 12, and 18, delete 
"1973" and insert in lieu thereof "1970". 

On page 11, lines 17 and 18, delete "1972" 
and insert in lieu thereof "1969". 

On page 12, lines 18 and 24, delete "1973" 
and insert in lieu thereof "1970". 

On page 13, line 17, delete "1973" and in
sert in lieu thereof "1970". 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, as I have 
stated, my amendment calls for a 1-year 
extension which would extend the pro
gram through December 31, 1970. I point 
out that even with that extension, it will 
fairly well inhibit the next Congress from 
acting. Certainly, whatever the next Con
gress does will not be effective until fol
lowing the next Congress. My problem 
with the 2-year extension is that they 
would extend the programs through De
cember 31, 1971, which not only would 
block the next Congress, as the Senator 
from Rhode Island has already pointed 
out, but would also block the following 
Congress for 1 year. 

A 3-year extension of the program 
through December 31, 1972, which would 
be the end of the next two Congresses, 
and the pending 4-year proposal which 
is contained in the bill and which I might 
point out was voted out by a ·narrow 
margin, would scrap the next two Con
gresses and the first year of the third 
Congress to come. 

As I detect the argument for an ex
tension beyond December 31, 1969--
which in my opinion would still be ade
quate--it is that the farmers need more 
time for planting. 

It is possible that the wheat farmers 
do need more time for planting. Some of 
the equipment of farmers in other types 
of commodities is very expensive; but I 
suggest that the need for planting beyond 
December 31, 1970, is not present. Cer
tainly the need for planting into 1971, 
1972, and 1973 is even less pertinent. 

There is another argument which has 
been brought to my attention, that there 
are some farmers who are genuinely con
cerned that if there is no extension what
soever of present farm programs, there 
will be no follow-on farm program when 
the present one expires on December 31, 
1969. My consistent answer to these peo
ple has been that I know of no Member 
of the Senate who does not support a 
follow-on farm program. If there are any, 
I have not heard from them. 

In my judgment, this is scare talk 
which has no substance. There may 
be some argument about one kind of 
follow-on farm program, just as there 
are always arguments about some kind 
of farm program that we will legislate. 
That is understandable. But when we 
get down to the point of deciding whether 
it will be a follow-on farm program, the 
Senate will ·see to it that there is one, 
and so will the House of Representatives. 

Thus, I think that that argument does 
not stand up in the face of the realities 
of the political climate of House and 
Senate. There will be a follow-on farm 
program. 

As to the kind of follow-on farm pro
gram we would have, I do not believe 
that we are in a position at this time to 
make a sound determination. We are 
already protected until December 31, 
1969, with the 1-year extension, and that 
wlll give us another year. 

Mr. President, there are all kinds of 
studies being made of alternative kinds 
of farm programs, how the present pro
gram can be improved, and whether a 
different farm program can be substi
tuted for it. 

Iowa State University has the best 
facilities to provide an objective analysis 
of the various farm proposals of any 
place in the United States. I emphasize 
"objective," because they have a com
puter program and an extensive research 
division which is presently engaged in 
reviewing, computerizing, and analyzing 
about 15 different types of farm pro
grams ranging all the way from a non
voluntary program with variations to a 
voluntary program with variations. 

Iowa State University made a study of 
about 15 different farm programs 3 years 
ago and it was the best study I think 
anyone has ever seen. They are now 
updating that study to take into account 
what has actually occurred under the 
present farm program, laying out their 
assumptions and pointing out the results 
in terms of cost to the taxpayers, in terms 
of quantities of carryover stocks, and in 
terms of net income to the farmers. 

These are all critical items in evaluat
ing new farm programs. We are not go
ing to have the benefit of this extensive 
research until near the end of this sum
mer. I said that I feel I would be legis
lating in the dark unless I could wait 
until the results of this study were made 
available, and then I might agree with 
the results and I might not; but I would 
be in a far better position to evaluate 
the present programs and alternative 
types of programs than I could possibly 
be now. 

There is no one in the Senate who 
wants to see net farm income improved 
more than the Senator from Iowa. I 
would guess that most of my colleagues 
in the Senate, even though they may not 
come from a rural area, even though 
they may have a limited number of 
farmers in their particular State, are 
well aware of the fact that the agri
business ls a giant in the United States 
and gets into every city and town in the 
United States, from New York to the 
smallest hamlet. Thus, even though some 
of my colleagues are from large metro
politan areas, they well know the im-
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portance of the agribusiness industry 
and the value of a good net income for 
our farmers. 

I would think they would want to have 
the benefit of this Iowa State Univer
sity study, too, before they go legislat
ing, certainly beyond December 31, 1970. 

Accordingly, Mr. President, that is the 
reason for my substitute amendment, to 
extend the program for 1 year beyond 
December 31, 1969. 

I repeat, in my judgment, allowing the 
present program to continue through 
December 31, 1969, would still give Con
gress ample time to legislate prudently 
and wisely early next year. With the 
view of reaching a compromise, my 1-
year extension beyond that time has 
been otiered. I might add further, if my 
reading of the other body is correct, that 
the House is definitely not going to go 
for more than a 1-year extension. If we 
send over to the House a program which 
will go beyond one year, Jwe will run the 
risk that there will be no extension 
whatsoever. 

If we use the 1-year approach, we 
may well avoid a conference altogether. 

I think, in the interest of expediting 
this legislation, in the interest of a com
promise, in the interest of assuring the 
farmers that a follow-on farm program 
will be prudently legislated, a 1-year ex
tension is the method of approach we 
should take. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 
Mr. PEARSON. I understood, from the 

very able comments and remarks of the 
Senator from Iowa in support of his 
amendment, that if this amendment 
providing for an extension were not 
adopted, there would be no farm program 
or follow-on program. Perhaps I mis
understood him. Actually, we would re
vert to the old farm act, which would 
require a referendum in August of 1970. 
Is that not correct? 

Mr. MILLER. May I say to my col
league that when I was talking about 
assurance that the farmers will have a 
follow-on program, I was talking about 
assurance that a follow-on program 
will be legislated, and not a reversion to 
what is, one might say, a sort of last
gasp etiort. 

Mr. PEARSON. My point is that there 
is a farm program underneath this par
ticular bill that we seek to extend here. 

Mr. MILLER. The Senator is correct. 
I appreciate his bringing that fact out. 
However, that program is not very satis
factory in the minds of most farmers I 
have talked with. Some agree with it, 
but I would say most of them do not. 

Mr. PEARSON. If the Senator will 
yield further, I would say this program 
is not very satisfactory to a great many 
farmers I have talked with, and I am 
sure to those that the Senator from Iowa 
has talked with, also. 

Mr. MILLER. The Senator is right on 
the target with that statement. That is 
why I think we can give assurance to 
any farmer that if he will have a 1-year 
extension at the most, the farmers can 

be assured of a better follow-on program 
than they have now. If we cannot legis
late a follow-on program which will give 
the farmers a better share of the Nation's 
economy than they have been receiving 
under the present program, then there 
is something wrong with us. That is an
other reason why the farm program we 
now have should not be extended beyond 
December 31, 1969, and at most, for 
another year beyond that. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I share 

the concern of other Members of the 
Senate with regar(l to the extension of 
the program. As we have all heard 
already, we have had a 4-year extension 
and a 3-year extension proposed. My 
colleague from Kansas is suggesting a 2-
year extension. It was mentioned before 
that the House committee has reported 
a 1-year extension. My sincere hope is 
that we do not get so involved that we 
do not get any extension. I think it would 
be most tragic if we did that. 

The distinguished Senator from Iowa 
mentioned that we might well wait on a 
study from Iowa University. If I remem
ber correctly, the university has made 
previous studies, which I have read, in 
regard to the improvement of agri
culture. They are good studies and worth
while projects, but we have not always 
fallowed them in the past. I am not sure 
we will in the future. Therefore, we could 
not rely on them. 

I sincerely hope, as I stated earlier, 
that we do not get so involved in these 
various dates that we do not extend this 
program. Therefore, I think my colleague 
from Kansas has made a good suggestion 
in proposing that it be 2 years. At the 
present time, I am going to support him, 
with the hope that we can get that, but 
I am certainly going to vote for some ex
tension of this farm program before we 
g·et through. 

Mr. MILLER. I appreciate the com
ments from my able friend from Kansas. 
First of all, I want to reiterate that the 
benefits from the Iowa University study 
on 15 alternative farm programs cer
tainly would not bind any Member of the 
Senate, including the Senator from Iowa, 
to swallow them without evaluation. 
Afte1 evaluation, the Senat.or from Iowa 
might not agree with any of them. But I 
think our colleagues ought to have the 
benefit of that study. It is the best they 
will be able to get anywhere in the world. 
On something as deeply important as the 
agribusiness, it seems to me prudence 
would dictate that we take the benefits 
of such study before we go too far in the 
extension of a farm program, especially 
one under which farmers have not re
ceived anywhere near a fair share of the 
Nation's economy. 

As far as concerns the thought of the 
Senator from Kansas about not getting 
t.oo involved in extensions, this is another 
point the Senator from Iowa wishes to 
make: We know the House is strong on 
a 1-year extension. If it is, let us legislate 
a 1-year extension, and have done with 
it, instead of running the risk of having 

a conference squaQble which may result 
in no bill. I think prudence dictates a 1-
year extension if we really want to ex
pedite this matter, and have a program 
which will give the next Congress an op
portunity to study it and act on it. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the 
Senaitor yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE To what year will a 

1-year extension bring the operation of 
the act? To December 31, 1970? 

Mr. MILLER. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. That is, it will operate 

until December 31, 1969, under the pres
ent law, and a 1-year extension would 
the act? To December 31, 1970? 

Mr. MILLER. The Senator is correct. 
I recognize that if a 1-year extension 
is adopted, the Congress coming in Jan
uary next year is not going to be able 
to legislate a farm program which will 
become etiective during its tenure. It will 
not become etiective until January 1, 
1971, with the second new Congress. I 
personally think that is unfortunate, but, 
at the same time, it will give some farm
ers the planning opportunity which they 
say they need, and it will give the new 
Congress more than ample time to legis
late prudently on a follow-on program. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 

President, I would be happy to go along 
with a 1-year extension if there were any 
assurance at all that we could get a bet
ter program next year; but of all the 
witnesses who appeared before the Com
mittee on Agriculiure and Forestry in 
opposition to a 4-year extension, not 
one of them wanted higher price sup
ports; they wanted no price supports 
at all. That was the view of most of 
those who wanted no more than a 1-year 
extension. 

Mr. MILLER. May I say that the Sena
tor from North Dakota knows the Agri
culture Committee far better than does 
the Senator from Iowa. I know the Sena
tor from North Dakota is just as con
cerned about an adequate net !ncome 
for farmers as any Member of the Sen
ate :possibly could be. For this he has 
my utmost respect. I would merely say 
to him that we have many witnesses 
come before our commi·ttee. They are 
entitled to come there and t.o be heard. 
Some of them can benefit the committee 
very much. But when we get down to 
deciding what we are going to do, we 
make up our minds, based upon our own 
best thinking on a program. It may 
agree or it may differ with some of the 
testimony we have received. 

Whether high price supports are the 
key to an adequate net income for farm
ers is a subject that is open to consid
erable controversy, but I want to point 
out t.o the Senator from North Dakota 
that when witnesses come before our 
committee, every member of our com
mittee receives the testimony politely. 
At the same time, when we make up our 
minds, we do so on the basis of our own 
best judgment, based very often on the 
excellent work of a very cap.able stat! of 
the Agriculture Committee. 
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So I do not think we need to worry 

about what witnesses have been saying 
before our committee, though I think 
it is quite proper that they be there. We 
know we have derived considerable bene
fit from them. We do not agree with some 
witnesses. At the same time, they keep 
us on our toes. I do no.t always agree 
with the Secre>tary of Agriculture when 
he testifies, but at the same time I bene
fit from some of his testimony, too. So 
I think the answer is that, regardless of 
what th~ witnesses have been saying be
fore our committee, we are quite capable 
and ready, willing, and able to legislate 
on a farm program. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on my amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MILLER. I ask for the yeas and 

nays on my substitute. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I re

gret that members of the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry are offering 
amendments, one to extend the present 
law for 1 year, and another for 3 years. 

In the early part of this session, I felt 
that we should hold hearings early in the 
year in order to be able to formulate a bill 
for the next year, which would have 
been 1969. I presented my thoughts to 
the committee, and there was no opposi
tion. All felt at the time that it might 
be best to consider extension of the farm 
bill next year, instead of this year. 

We held the hearing to which I have 
alluded, and during the hearing, there 
was abundant testimony that we should 
extend the bill this year instead of next 
year. I received letters from all over the 
country, from farmers, and farm orga
nizations, that we should take action this 
year instead of next year. 

After we held the first hearings, which 
were preliminary hearings, I submitted 
to the committee the proposal as to 
whether or not we should consider the 
bill this year or next year. At that time 
all but, I think, two or three members 
of the committee agreed that we should 
attempt to extend the bill this year. Sub
sequently additional hearings were held. 

Mr. President, I am depending on the 
testimony that I heard. I was there every 
minute of every hour that the testimony 
was being presented to the committee. A 
vast majority of the witnesses were for 
a permanent bill, instead of merely an 
extension of 4 years as incorporated in 
s. 3590. 

I am somewhat disappointed that the 
members of the committee did not raise 
the question of the time limitations be
fore the committee when the bill ex
tending the act was considered, instead 
of raising it here on the floor. Of course, 
I realize they have that right, because 
all of them reserved their right to do 
what they pleased after voting out the 
bill. But, Mr. President, now that we 
have gone so far-we have held hearings 
and as I say, every farm organization 
that I know of except the Farm Bureau 
was for a 4-year extension or a perma
nent extension-it is my belief that we 
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should have a 4-year extension, and I 
hope that the Senate will sustain the 
committee on that point. I really and 
truly did not expect any floor amend
ment on the time limit, but the matter 
is before us, and I hope that the sub
stitute as well as the original amend
ment of the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN] will be defeated, so that we can 
have a 4-year extension of the present 
law. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President. will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. BURDICK. I associate myself 

with the remarks of the chairman. I cer
tainly hope the two proposed amend
ments will be rejected. If the farmers are 
to be able to do any long-term planning, 
a 4-year extension is the minimum. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I do 
not know what will happen when we 
send the bill to our friends at the other 
end of the Capitol. They are insisting on 
a 1-year bill. My fear is that in order 
to obtain a bill, we may have to decrease 
the 4-year provision. I shall fight as 
strongly as I can to keep it at 4 years; 
but if we now start whittling down the 
length of time, seeking to make it 3 
years or less, it strikes me that we will 
be harming our chances in conference; 
and personally I would rather have no 
bill at all than make it for 1 year. 

It is my belief that if the Senate does 
sustain the committee on a 4-year ex
tension, we might be able to get by the 
conference with a bill that will be effec
tive. I am not telling the Senate that 
the House of Representatives will agree 
to a 4-year bill, but we would be in a 
better bargaining position by leaving the 
bill at 4 years than by making it three 
or making it one. -

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I merely 
wish to make one point. Our able chair
man has well stated the way this mat.:. 
ter developed. He has been very fair 
with us. He knows that I was one of the 
members of a minority of the commit
tee, of which he himself was also a 
member, who originally thought that it 
would be better to legislate on this mat
ter next year; but, being the able chair
man that he is, he went along with the 
will of the majority of the committee. 

I wish to make this point very clear: 
When we talk about a follow-on pro
gram that would be an improvement 
over what we have now, I do not think 
anyone is talking about coming in here 
after a 1-year extension and attempting 
to legislate a follow-on program to start 
January 1, 1971, which would only last 
for 1 or 2 years. I think prudence indi
cates that a new and improved farm 
program ought to be legislated for 4 or 
5 years. 

The trouble is, we now have a pro
gram under which farmers have, in 
many cases, come to disaster. Parity 
prices are bad. Even adjusted parity, 
taking into account the payments farm
ers receive from the Federal Govern
ment, is horrible. Why compound that 
problem by saddling them with a pro
gram for 2 or 3 or 4 years beyond De-

cember 31, 1969? I do not think that 
would be fair to them. 

Moreover, we are not being fair to 
ourselves. If the Senate is, as it is sup
posed to be, a great deliberative body, 
one would think we would want to wait 
until next year, evaluate all of the sta
tistics and studies that will by then have 
been made available to us, including a 
very important one that will not come 
out until the end of this summer, and 
legislate a program under which farm
ers will, in fact, receive a fair share of 
the national net income. 

I do not think we should be thinking 
about a 1-year or a 2-year new farm 
program. I think a new one ought to be 
for 4 or 5 years. But I think farmers 
.will have ample opportunity to plan if 
they have a 1-year extension of the 
present program, followed by an im
proved program that we can legislate 
next year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Wyoming seek recogni
tion? 

Mr. HANSEN. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator may proceed. 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I have 

been very much interested in the com
ments that have been made today on 
the farm bill. I respect the good judg
ment and experience of the distinguished 
Senator from Louisiana. I simply wish 
to make a few observations. 

First, I agree completely with the 
distinguished junior Senator , from Iowa 
that with farm parity down as low as 
it is now, I cannot see that we are plac
ing the farmers and ranchers of this 
country in too much jeopardy if we ex
tend for a shorter period of time a pro
gram that has been such a dismal fail.:. 
ure. 

I am aware of the fact that farm 
parity now is about 73 percent without 
the extra increment that would go to it 
with the payment program. If we add 
those together, it is about 79 percent. 

I am aware of the fact that about 1 
out of every 4 farmers who were en
gaged in the business of farming or 
ranching in 1960 has now left the busi
ness during- that period of time. 

I am aware of the fact that livestock 
prices today are lagging far behind the 
corresponding increases in the costs of 
raising livestock. 

With these facts facing us, and be
cause we are approaching another na
tional election, I hope that the amend
ment proposed by the distinguished 
junior Senator from Iowa prevails, be
cause in my mind, all we are saying is 
that we are willing to wait to hear from 
the people and the farmers and the 
ranchers. I doubt very much that they 
will approve of an extension of a law 
which has been so damaging to them. 

I am aware that most of the farm 
organizations, except the Farm Bureau, 
have testified in support of an extension 
of the program. However, I remind the 
distinguished Members of the Senate 
that the Farm Bureau does speak with 
a great deal of authority. It is the larg-
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est single farm organization in the coun
try, and it does speak for a lot of farm
ers. I think that the logic of its observa
tions should be considered and heeded. 

I will support the amendment of the 
distinguished Senator from Iowa, be
cause I think the farmers and the ranch
ers of this country deserve to be listened 
to at this time, in this year of a national 
election and on the basis of those re
turns and on -the basis of the kind of 
farm representation that will then be re
flected by the membership of the Senate 
and of the House of Representatives, 
they should be given an opportunity to 
be heard. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield so that I may make a 
correction? ' 

Mr. HANSEN. I yield. 
Mr. A~. The Farm Bureau opposed 

the 1-year extension. 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I appre

ciate the correction. I ·thank the distin
guished Senator from Vermont. I am 
aware of that. 

I would like to associate myself with 
the position of the Farm Bureau. I do 
not think the present farm program 
should be extended at all. But I appre
ciate the arguments that have been 
made here and the sincere beliefs of a 
great many people that a little bit more 
time will be necessary in order to make 
the adjustment. 

With that in mind, I support the 
1-year extension. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the farm 
programs being administered by the 
Johnson administration under the Food 
and Agrlcultme Act of 1965 are intricate 
and complex. They have been operated 
now for almost 3 years, and both good 
and bad features have become apparent. 
On balance, however, it is my considered 
opinion that the shortcomings outweigh 
the advantages. This has been my opin
ion for some time. 

I predicted in 1965 that for any pros
pect of improvement a di1ferent ap
proach was required. I repeat the prog
nosis today. The reason is simple. The 
facts are evident. The administration 
farm programs are not working and have 
not worked for the past 8 years. 

Under this administration the parity 
ratio today stands at 73. This is an 
alarming low compared to the average 
parity ratio of 84.5 during the Eisen
hower administration. Even in 1934, in 
the midst of the Dust Bowl days, the 
parity ratio was two points higher 
at75. 

During the last decade, the number of 
farms fell about one and a quarter 
million. 

During the same 10 years, 6 million 
men, women and children left their farm 
homes in rural America to depart for 
an uncertain future in the already over
crowded and sprawling cities. 

Realized net farm income was little 
better in 1967 than it was in 1965. The 
farmers of our Nation were receiving a 
total realized net income in 1965 of $14.2 
billion, and in 1967 were still receiving 
only $14.5 billion. If this is progress, dur
ing a period of skyrocketing infla.tion and 
escalating production costs, then I fear 
for the future of our Nation's farmer. 

Farm debt in our Nation has more 
thaJ:7. doubled under Secretary of Agri
culture Freeman. From 1961 to 1968, 
farm debt increased from $24. 773 billion 
to $48.981 billion. This has been true in 
my own State of Nebraska. In Nebraska, 
farm debt has gone from $705 million to 
$1.5 billion. 

Agricultural exports for the full year of 
1967 were little better than for 1964. 
These exports were vital to our economy, 
but yet are stagnating under Secretary 
Freeman. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that documentation of this sorry 
record be placed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

Farm programs are too vital to our 
economy and to our Nation to be han
dled summarily. Another 4-year exten
sion of the same programs which have 
failed the farmers for 8 years would just 
repeat the mistakes of the past, and con
tinue to worsen the farmer's economic 
position. 

I cannot in good conscience so neglect 
and further abuse the American farmer. 
Farming and ranching is a dominant 
feature of the Nebraska economic land-

scape, and as a Senator from Nebraska, 
I find it my duty to resist this attempt to 
impose further austerity in the midst of 
plenty, and stagnation in the midst of 
growth. 

A presidential election approaches 
this November, in which the people of 
our Nation will express their voice and 
their will on national issues. This voice 
will include a firm protest of the Amed
can farmer on the decline and fall of 
rural America during these 8 years of 
Democratic administration. The Con
gress should not now commit the far
mers or the Nation to 4 more years of 
the same programs without hearing that 
voice of the people. The Congress should 
now wait to consider the farm programs 
of the next President and to have the 
help of a new Secretary of Agriculture. 
There should be reserved for President 
Johnson's successor a maximum of op
tion on this important subject. 

If a short-term extension of these 
existing programs, however, is necessary 
~ order to permit. the legislative pro
gram of the new President to be con
sidered and to give the farmers some 
leadtime to plan their 1970 crops, this 
Congress can certainly provide a 1-year 
extension. I do not oppose that. In fact, 
I would support such a 1-year extension. 
It would be especially helpful in the case 
of wheat. A longer extension, however, 
will not receive my concurrence. 

I ask unanimous consent that there 
be printed in the RECORD at this point, 
statistical tables bearing on some of the 
aspects of farms and farm populations 
in the United States. 

r There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 

NUMBER OF FARMS AND FARM POPULATION IN THE 
UNITED STATES 

(In thousands! 

Year Number of Farm 
farms population 

4, 372 17, 656 
23,146 11, 000 

1 Preliminary. 
21ncludes Alaska and Hawaii. 

SPECIFIED PRICE, INCOME, MARKETING, AND RELATED INFORMATION, ANNUALLY, 1955-£7 

Consumer expenditure Owners' Farmers' 
Realized Farm for food as percent of equities Percent Number share of 

Year g~oss farm production Realized net income Parity ratio disposable income in farm return on of milk ccrnsumers' 
income expenses assets, invest- cows5 food dollar 

(billions) (billions) Total Per farm Actual 1 Adjusted 2 Total Farm Jan. 1 ment• (thousands) (cents) 
(billions) value a (billions) 

1955 __ ·- -- - -- - -· - -- - -- ---- --- - - $33.1 $21. 9 $11. 2 $2, 417 84 85 21.l 6. 8 $147. 5 7.6 21, 068 41 
1956 __ -- -- -- - - -- ----- ------- -- - 34. 3 22. 4 11. 9 2,636 83 84 20. 6 6. 5 150. 8 7. 9 20, 519 40 
1957 -- -- -- -- -- - -- --- -- ----- --- - 34. 0 23. 3 10. 7 2, 449 82 85 20. 7 6.6 158. 5 6. 7 19, 833 40 
1958 ___ - -- -- -- -- ---- --- - -- -- -- - 37. 9 25. 2 12. 7 2, 994 85 88 20. 9 6. 7 165. 4 7. 7 18, 737 40 
1959 __ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -------- - 37. 5 26. 1 11. 4 2, 773 81 82 -20. 3 6.2 178. 8 6.3 17, 909 38 
1960 __ -- -- -- --- - -- ------ -- -- --- 37. 9 26. 2 11. 7 2, 956 80 81 20. 0 6. 2 178.6 6. 5 17, 519 39 
1961 __________ -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- - 39. 6 27. 0 12.6 3, 299 79 83 19. 8 6. 0 177. 7 7.1 17, 247 38 
1962 __ ------ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - 41.1 28. 5 12. 5 3, 401 80 83 19'. 3 5. 8 183. 7 6. 8 16, 870 3 
1963 _ --- -- - -- --- - -- - ---- -- -- -- - 42. l 29. 6 12. 5 3, 497 78 81 18. 9 5.6 6188. 9 6.6 16,279 37 
1964 __ ------------ -- ---- -- ---- - 42. 3 29.4 12. 9 3, 716 76 80 18. 3 5. 4 6 195. 1 6.6 15, 702 37 
1965 __ ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- - 44. 9 30. 7 14. 2 4,210 77 82 18. 2 5. 4 6 201. 0 7. 1 14,998 39 1966 (preliminary) _______________ 49. 5 33. 2 16.3 5, 024 80 86 18. 1 5. 5 6 214. 1 7. 6 14, 124 40 
1966 (revised) _____ -------- _____ 49. 7 33. 3 16. 4 5, 049 80 86 ------------------------ 214. 3 7. 7 14, 093 ------------1967 (preliminary) _______________ 48. 9 34. 4 14. 5 4, 573 74 79 17. 7 5.1 223. 8 6. 5 13, 534 38 

1 Index of erices received by farmers divided by parity index. 'Number of milk cows on farms, June of each year. 
1 Parity ratio adjusted for Government pa~ments to farmers. 'Revised. 
IFarm value of civilian expenditures for .S. farm foods. 

Source: Economic Research Service, USDA, Feb. 27, 1967. 'Percent that realized net Income Is of Proprietors' equity of farmers. 
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Agrfcultural exports by calendar year 1954-67 

[In bilUons) 
Year: 

1954 ---------------------------- $3,054 
1955 ---------------------------- 3,199 
1956 ---------------------------- 4,170 
1957 ---------------------------- 4,506 
1958 ---------------------------- 3,855 
1959 ---------------------------- 3,955 
1960 ---------------------------- 4, 882 
1961 ---------------------------- 5,024 
1962 ---------------------------- 5,034 
1963 ---------------------------- 5,584 
1964 ---------------------------- 6,348 
1965 ---------------------------- 6,229 
1966 ---------------------------- 6,879 
19671 --------------------------- 6,386 
1 Preliminary. 

Source: Economic Research Service, USDA, 
Feb. 27, 1968. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the Miller amend
ment as a substitute for the Aiken 
amendment. On this question the. yeas 
and nays have been ordered and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the . roll. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an

nounce that the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. INOUYE], the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. WILLIAMS], the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. GRUENING J, and the Sena
tor from Ohio [Mr. YOUNG] are absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. BARTLETT], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. BAYHJ, the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. Fut.BRIGHT], the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], the Senator 
-from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. LoNG], the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG], the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc
CARTHY], and the Senator from Wyo
ming [Mr. McGEE] are necessarily ab
sent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
GRUENING J. the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. LoNG], and the Senator from Loui
siana [Mr. LoNG] would each vote "nay." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT]' the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. DoMINICKJ, 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. GRIF
FIN], the Senator from New York [Mr. 
JAVITS], the Senator from California 
[Mr. MURPHY], the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. PERCY], and the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. PROUTY] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
BAKER] is detained on official business. 

If present and voting the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. BAKER], the Senator from 
California [Mr. MURPHY], and the Sen
ator from Illinois [Mr. PERCY] would each 
vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Senator 
from New York [Mr. JAVITSJ. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Utah would 
vote "yea," and the Senator from New 
York would "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. DOMINICK] is paired with the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. PROUTY]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Colorado would vote "yea," and the Sen
ator from Vermont would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 33, 
nays 45, as follows: 

Anderson 
Boggs 
Brewster 
Brooke 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, w. Va. 
Case 
Clark 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 

Aiken 
Allott 
Bible 
Burdick 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Church 
Cooper 
Dodd 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Gore 
Harris 
Ha.rt 

(No. 224Leg.] 
YEAS-33 

Fannin 
Fong 
Hansen 
Hartke 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Hruska 
Jordan, Ida.ho 
Lausche 
Mcintyre 
Miller 

NAYS-45 

Morton 
Mundt 
Pastore 
Pell 
Ribicoff 
Scott 
Smathers 
Spong 
Tower 
Tydings 
W1111a.ms, Del. 

Hatfield Moss 
Hill Muskie 
Hollings Nelson 
Jackson Pearson 
Jordan, N.C. Proxmire 
Kuchel Randolph 
Magnuson Russell 
Mansfield Smith 
McClellan Sparkman 
McGovern Stennis 
Metcalf Symington 
Mondale Talmadge 
Monroney Thurmond 
Montoya. Yarborough 
Morse · Young, N.Dak. 

NOT VOTING-21 
Baker Gruening McCarthy 
Bartlett Hayden McGee 
Bayh Inouye Murphy 
Bennett Javits Percy 
Dominick Kennedy Prouty 
Fulbright Long, Mo. Williams, N.J. 
Griffin Long, La. Young, Ohio 

So Mr. MILLER'S amendment was re-
jected. -

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment in the nature of a 
substitute for the Aiken amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. HART 
in the chair). The amendment will be 
stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk proceed
ed to read the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered; and, without 
objection, the amendment will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The amendment, in the nature of a 
substitute for the Aiken amendment, is 
as follows: 

On page 1, line 9, strike out "1973" and 
insert in lieu thereof "1971 ". 

On page 4, lines 6 and 19, strike out 
"1973" each time it appears, and insert in 
lieu thereof "1971". 

On page 5, lines 7, 10, 14, and 22, strike 
but "1973" each time it appears, and insert 
in lieu thereof "1971 ". 

On page 6, line 17, strike out "1974" and 
insert in lieu thereof "1972". 

On page 6, lines 21 and 23, strike out 
"1973" each time it appears, and insert in 
lieu thereof "1971". 

On page 7, line 18, strike out "1973" and 
insert in lieu thereof "1971". 

On page 8, lines 10, 16, and 22, strike out 
"1973" each time it appears, and insert in 
lieu thereof "1971". 

On page 9, lines 2, 6, 10, and 13, strike out 
"1973" each time it appears, and insert in 
lieu thereof "1971". 

On page 9, line 18, strike out "five calendar 
years" and insert in lieu thereof "three cal
endar years". 

On page 10, line 4, strike out "beginning". 
On page 10, lines 7 and 8, strike out "yea.rs 

for the 1970 through 1973 wheat crops" and 
insert in lieu thereof "year for the 1971 wheat 
crop". 

On page 11, Ines 5, 12, and 18, strike out 
"1973" each time it appears, and insert in 
lieu thereof "1971". 

On page 11, lines 17 and 18, strike out 
"1972" ea.ch time it appears, and insert in 
lieu thereof "1969". 

On page 12, lines 18 and 24, strike out 
"1973" each time it appears, and insert in 
lieu thereof "1971". 

On page 13, line 17, strike out "1973" and 
insert in lieu thereof "1971". 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
. the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEARSON. I yield. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be a time 
limitation of 20 minutes on the pending 
amendment, the time to be equally di
vided be·tween the distinguished Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. PEARSON] and the dis
tinguished chairman of the committee, 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN
DER]. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I should like to in
quire of the Senator as to the demands 
he has on time. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, let me 
say to the distinguished Senator from 
89uth Dakota that I intend to take ap
proximately 5 minutes, and I wish to 
yield to my distinguished senior col
league. Will 3 minutes be satisf'actory to 
the Senator from South Dakota? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
change my request to a half hour on the 
pending amendment, 15 minutes to a 
side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, the Sen
ate has just voted on an amendment to 
extend the present farm program for 1 
year. My amendment would extend tt for 
2 years rather than 4 years, as provided 
in the pending bill. 

Mr. President, I fully agree with the 
need to extend the present program 
beyond its scheduled expiration date of 
December 1969. Because the program has 
such a major impact on the individual 
farmer's operations, he must-for plan
ning purpooes-know what type of pro
gram will be in etl'ect in the near future. 
If we allow the present program to ex
pire with the 1969 crop, I think we would 
be subjecting the farmers to a type .of 
uncertainty which simply is not justified. 

This argument is otl'set to some extent 
by the fact that if we allow the 1965 act 
to expire we would revert to the programs 
in e:trect prior to that date. Thus the ex
piration of the 1965 act would not mean 
that we would be faced with no farm pro
gram whatsoever. However, while I detect 
no universal enthusiasm in the present 
program, I certainly detect no wide
spread desire to return to the program 
in effect prior to the 1965 act. In the case 
of wheat for example, reversion to the 
old law would require the holding of a 
farmer referendum by August 1970 the 
outcome of which would not be predict
able, thus adding a new element of un
certainty for the farmer. 

However, Mr. President, while I fully 
concur with the necessity of extending 
the present program, I cannot accept the 
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argwnent that this must be a 4-year ex
tension. 

I would have no objection to a 4-year 
extension if it could be demonstrated 
that the present program is universally 
and enthusiastically supPorted by farm
ers, and if there were widespread agree
ment that the present program was 
actually accomplishing what we aJl de
sire for agriculture; namely, a stable, 
sound and prosperous farm economy. 

But no such universal support exists 
among farmers; and as most of my col
leagues are fully aware, the farm 
economy today is depressed and in 
trouble. 

I think we desperately need a new and 
searching debate over the future direc
tion of our farm policies. With a new 
administration coming into power next 
-year, whether it be Republican or Dem
ocrat, we will have just such an oppor
tunity. But if we act now to extend the 
present program for another 4 years this 
opportunity may well be lost. 

If the present program is extended 4 
years, the first real opportunity to write 
a new program may not occur until 1972, 
the last year of the new administration 
which the country will elect this fall. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I propose 
that we extend the provisions of the 
Food and Agriculture Act of 1965 for 2 
years. Such a 2-year extension will allow 
the new administration sufficient time to 
develop its own farm policy proposals 
and sufficient time for Congress to con
sider and debate those proposals and 
give certainty and planning time for our 
farmers. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

'l'he _yeas and nays were ordered. 
<At this point, Mr. HART asswned the 

chair.) 
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield to me for 2 minutes? 
Mr. PEARSON. I yield. 
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I wish · 

to associate myself with the comments 
made by my distinguished colleague 
from Kansas. I support the amendment 
he has offered. 

We have just defeated a 1-year exten
sion of this farm program. As I stated 
earlier, I am so concerned that we are 
getting into a situation here with these 
various proposals for extensions of 1 year, 
2 years, 3 years, and 4 years, that we may 
finally wind up in the conference between 
the House of Representatives and the 
Senate in a situation where we might 
get no extension. 

I believe with the House committee 
action wherein a 1-year extension has 
been approved they will be adamant. It 
the Senate agrees to a 2-year extension, 
and I hope it . will, the conferees could 
go into the conference and hopefully 
get 2 years. That would be of great help 
to agriculture and give the farmers se
curity. With the program that is in eft'ect 
at the present time, we all agree changes 
are needed, and there would be 2 years 
in which to do it. 

I hope the Senate gives consideration 
to a 2-year extension. 

Mr. President, I have before me an 
editorial written by Clifford Hope, who 
is one of the greatest friends of agricul
ture in the United States. The editorial 

is entitled "Dollars and Cents Case for 
the Farm Program," and was published 
under date of April 28, 1968, in the Salina 
Journal. In the article, Mr. Hope stresses 
the need for the program, and I shall not 
go into detail because of the limitation 
of time. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
editorial entitled "Dollars and Cents Case 
for the Fann Program." 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DOLLARS AND CENTS CASE FOR THE FARM 
PROGRAM 

(By Clifford Hope) 
A recent report from the Kansas Crop and 

Livestock Reporting Service on Kansas farm 
income for 1967 ls not too reassuring. It 
shows that total cash receipts from farming 
for that year were $1,711,000,000. Broken 
down, it shows gross realized income per 
farm of $18,681 and net income of $5,259. 
This compared with $1,758,000,000 in 1966 
when the gross realized income per farm was 
$18,772 and the net was $6,036. 

The figures for cash receipts include gov
ernment payments of $212,000,000 in 1967 
and $225,000,000 for 1966. Converting this into 
average net receipts per farm we get a figure 
of $2,281.00 for 1967 and $2,375.00 in 1966. 

Most of these payments were made under 
the wheat and feed grain programs. Had they 
not been in effect the average net income 
per farm would have been $2,978.00 in 1967 
and $3,661.00 in 1966. 

This matter takes on an added significance 
when it ls considered that the legislation 
under which practically all these payments 
are made wm expire in 1969. From the stand
point of time alone, the extension of this 
legislation could go over until that year. But 
time is only one element in the situation. It 

. will take a hard fight to extend the program 
in either 1968 or 1969. But on the basis of 
all known factors there ls reason to believe 
that the chances are better in 1968 than they 
may be in 1969. 

For one thing the Johnson administration 
favors the extension and has asked this 
Congress to pass it. But President Johnson 
will be heading back to the ranch on Janu
ary 20, 1969. A new Congress will come into 
existence on January 3, 1969. At this stage not 
even the seventh son of a seventh son can 
foretell who the next President may be or 
the political and economic complexion of the 
new Congress. And no matter how favorably 
the new President and the new Congress may 
look upon agriculture, he may want to start 
from scratch when it comes to legislation. 

The present wheat and feed grain pro
grams originated in the Senate. The legis
lation had }?ipartisan support. Among its 
leading sponsors were Senators Carlson, 
Young and McGovern, all representing Great 
Plains states. Senator Carlson will not be a 
member of the next Senate. Both Senators 
Young and McGovern will be running for re
election. I hope they are reeleoted and they 
should be, but in times like these nothing ls 
certain. 

At this time many farmers and farm 
leaders are urging that this extension be 
acted upon by the present Congress. Irre
spective of the considerations already men
tioned it would add stability to agriculture 
and strengthen the national economy if this 
program were extended by the present Con
gress for at least five years from its expira
tion. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, all I 
can say is that I think here is a fine 
solution, a good way to end a difficult 
problem facing agriculture in this Nation 
by extending the program for , 2 years, in 

the hope that the House and 1Jhe Senate 
can reach an agreement in conference. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I thank 
my distinguished senior colleague from 
Kansas. 
Mr~ MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. PEARSON. I yield 5 minutes to the 

Senator from South Dakota. · 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I voted 

to hold the extension to 1 year on the 
previous rollcall primarily because I con
sider a 4-yea.r extension of this matter 
unrealistic and totally unfair to the agri
cultural economy. I think had I known 
that we have a chance for a 2-year pro
gram instead of a 4-year program I 
might have supported that instead of a 
1-year program, although I prefer ei
ther a 1-year or 2-year extension of this 
program to a 4-year extension of a farm 
program which has been disastrously 
inadequate, and which has totally failed 
to meet the basic price problems of our 
farm economy. 

Mr. President, I simply cannot under
stand the reasoning of any friend of the 
farmer who wants to marry this country 
and this Government to that kind of 
subparity program for agriculture for 4 
more years. I shudder to think about 
what is going to happen to our American 
agriculture if it is the same for another 
year. But we have to act, because the 
program is running out. I do not want to 
continue it for 4 years if we have the 
alternative of a shorter extension and a 
quicker improvement of our farm pro
grams. 

We recognize that parity is at 73 per-
-cent, and it is at 73 percent under the 
very same program that is proposed to 
be extended for 4 more years--4 more 
years of the toboggan ride, 4 more years 
of slipping down the slopes of disaster. 
4 more years of a program which is ex
pensive, on the one hand, to the tax
payers, and totally inadequate and in
equitable to the farmers of America on 
the other hand. 

A 2-year extension would give a new 
administration and a new President, 
time whether he be Republican or Demo
crat, not only time to get developed a 
new program, but a mandate from the 
Congress and the country to do some
thing be,tter and not to settle for what 
we have. 

At the end of 2 years he would have to 
come up with some new ideas, some new 
programs, and new concepts of justice for 
agriculture. 

I reject the idea that all creative 
thinking and all of our collective capacity 
to come up with good ideas and new con
cepts on agricultural programs dropped 
dead two decades ago and that we must 
continue to merely renew programs 
which are 20 years old. They are better 
than nothing, but that is all one can say 
for them. They are totally unjust and 
they are totally unfair. Farmers by the 
hundreds of thousands are moving from 
the farms and ranches into the city be
cause of the paucity of economic oppor
tunity provided by a program which we 
are now asked to continue for 4 more 
years. 

It can be argued that during 4 years 
we might amend it or approve it, but the 
lethargy of Congress is such, the busy 
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lives we lead are such, and the tendency 
to wait and see is such that in all likeli
hood we will continue 48 months more 
under a program that is failing to pro
vide for the American farmer the oppor
tunity he is entitled to in the economic 
system of whch we are all a part. 

A 2-year extension would provide an 
imaginative time to study and prepare 
for something better. Two years would 
give a new President and a new Secre
tary of Agriculture an opportwiity to re
view loopholes to find ou:t why this system 
is failing. Perhaps it is mismanagement. 
If it is, then a new Secretary of Agri
culture can correct that. I believe, in 
addition to bad management, our sub
parity farm economy results from the 
fact there are a lot of attendant economic 
circumstances not covered by this farm 
program. There are many new elements 
creeping into the situa.tion as-we go from 
an economy of surplus products to an 
economy where there is a growing de
mand for the products of the farm. 

We should not marry ourselves for 4 
more years to a program which is unlike
ly to change, which is unlikely to im
prove. If we now say by our rollcall vote 
that is good enough for 4 more years, 
we weaken our efforts to improve it. In 
my opinion, it is not good enough for 
another day, it is not good enough for 
another month, and it is not good enough 
for another year-but we must extend it 
to avert even worse conditions in the 
farming areas. However, a 2-year exten
sion of a program which is manifestly 
not good enough is certainly better than 
a 4-year extension of such a disappoint
ing program. 

Our southern friends have to start 
farming the day after Christmas, and 
when the new Congress comes into being 
we have to have a program for that crop 
year, so we must now extend this for 1 or 
2 years. But a year or two is long enough. 
Four years is too long to continue a pro
gram producing 73 percent of parity 
when we have the option of a shorter ex
tension now before us. 

I say to my colleagues, I hope they will 
accept the 2-year amendment of the 
Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three 
minutes remain to the Senator from 
Kansas. 

Mr. PEARSON. I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as I 
stated a moment ago, the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry gave consider
able thought to the extension of this pro
gram and it voted for a 4-year program. I 
never witnessed more enthusiasm for a 
program than that which came from the 
witnesses who appeared before the com
mittee. 

Mr. President, this is a good program. 
It is true that it can be improved. A lot 
of flexibility is left to the Secretary of 
Agriculture. I admit that the prices of 
wheat may not be what they should be, 
but what causes this great cUmculty as to 
wheat for this year is the fact that the 
Secretary of Agriculture saw fit to In
crease the acreage in wheat by about 30 
percent, because he thought at the time 
he did it that there would be a world 

food shortage. But he was in error. Just 
before the Secretary of Agriculture had 
announced the 30-percent increase, the 
price on wheat certificates was $1.32, as I 
recall, which would give to the farmers 
about 82 or 83 percent parity. 

Now, Mr. President, the distinguished 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. MUNDT] 
states that the parity is low. I admit that 
it is low, but if we add to the parity what 
the farmer pays by way of Government 
payments, the parity is almost 80 percent. 

I hope that we can improve the pro
gram further. The Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry worked hard to im
prove it. If we had complete cooperation, 
we might be able to improve the pro
gram further. I have been on the com
mi~tee now for almost 32 years, and all 
of the legislation which is now on the 
statute books pertaining to farming, and 
particularly to these programs, I have 
had a hand in. 

Personally, I would not know how to 
improve this program except to provide 
for higher Government payments. The 
program has cost a little more than I an
ticipated, but the original purpose of the 
program was to rid ourselves of enormous 
surpluses that we then had and that has 
been done. There is no question that the 
enormous surpluses that dangled over 
the market for years had the effect of 
reducing the prices on all commodities. 

As I said, this, in my opinion, is one 
of the best programs we have had. The 
Secretary of Agriculture has a lot of flex
ibility in the program as to its operation 
and 8.dministration. He can take at one 
time, say, 20 million acres out of corn so 
as to reduce production to the point that 
whatever is produced will meet market 
requirements both for domestic and ex
port. 

I am certain if it had not been for the 
error-I call it that-which the Secre
tary made when he increased the acre
age in wheat by 30 percent, that we would 
not have the present trouble with low 
prices as to wheat. I do not blame my 
good friend from South Dakota for com
plaining about it. 

Mr. President, I have before me the 
income of the farmers which preceded 
the passage of this act. It amowited to 
$13,863,000,000. The first year this pro
gram was on the statute books-for a 
whole year-farm income increased 
from $13,863,000,000 to $16,420,000,000. 
During the 1967 year, it was around 
$14.5 billion. That decrease for 1967 was 
partially due, as I pointed out a while 
ago, to the fact that the price of wheat 
went down because of world production 
which exceeded the imagination, I may 
say, of my good friend, Orville Freeman. 

The Russians produced many more 
thousand tons of wheat than we antici
pated and that same thing prevailed in 
other wheatgrowing cowitries. That, in 
my opinion, is what affected the price of 
wheat. 

There is no doubt in my mind that 
Congress would review or revise the bill 
next year if it thought that something 
could be put into the bill to get a better 
return to the farmer. I want to say that 
that can be done whether we have a 
Democratic or a Republican administra
tion, because I do not know of any com
mittee on the Hill which is more bi-

partisan than the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry. It tries to take care 
of the farmers whether they are Re
publicans, Democrats, or wha,;t have you. 

It is my sincere belief that the pro
gram should be renewed for the full 4 
years, as recommended by the Commit
tee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, I think that my friends on 
this side of the aisle, as well as the 
other, would agree with me that this 
program is a great improvement over 
what is now on the statute books as per
manent legislation. 

When this program expires, we go back 
to the compulsory wheat certificate pro
gram with all its quotas and rigid con
trols. If that is what the Senate wants. 
then the best thing to do is not to ex
tend the program. 

In corn, we go back to the lower price 
supports, and we abolish the diversion 
payments and we abolish the produc
tion payments. Thus, in my opinion, I 
do not think that anyone can argue 
this is a better program than we would 
have in effect if we do not expect to ex
tend it. 

Mr. AIKEN. I want to say that I do 
not object to the amendment proposed 
by the Senator from Kansas, although I 
cannot vote for it. 

Two years would be a very fair solu
tion, but we should remember that we 
have to go to conference with the House. 
When anyone goes to conference with the 
House Agriculture Committee, he had 
better have some material to work with. 
We could wind up with a very short end 
of the stick. 

So I am going to stick to a 3-year ex
tension of the program in the hope that 
we can· get at least 2 years out of it. I 
believe that would be about the right 
length of time necessary in which to for
mulate a good program for the future. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Louisiana yield to me? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. If the program has 

helped the farmer, can the Senator tell 
me why the House feels it ought to be 
extended only for 1 year? Arguments 
have been made that the price of wheat 
has dropped every year; the cost to the 
Government has gone up; the contribu
tion of the Government is now 25 percent 
of what the farmer gets. And yet the 
small farmer is in a worse position than 
he has been in the past. 

My question is, If the program is good, 
why does the House say, "Extend it only 
for 1 year"? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator can find 
that out by asking the House Members. 
I do not know. The House of Represent
atives is representative more of city 
folks than the Senate is, in proportion, 
and they want cheap food. I do not, be
cause if the farmer is not protected, 
what is going to happen in years to 
come? We have a good farm machine. 
We can produce all that we need and all 
that we can export. 

The 01iginal purpose of this act was 
to put production in keeping with our 
consumption requirements and what we 
can sell abroad. It is my judgment that, 
through proper management of this act, 
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with the fiexibility the Secretary has, we 
can reach that goal. But if we fail in ex
tending this act, we are going to have 
to go back, as my good friend from North 
Dakota has said, to the control pro
gram. 

It is said that under that program we 
had better parity prices. Why? Because 
the Government paid the difference. The 
support prices on cotton, on wheat, and 
on other commodities were fixed some
times at 79 percent and sometimes at 
82 percent of parity. What happened was 
that we sold the cotton and sold the 
wheat at world prices, but the taxpayers 
paid the difference between the support 
price and what we got abroad. 

Under this bill and under the law, the 
farmers who produce wheat get full 
parity for what is consumed in this 
country; and on the rest of it they get 
world prices. If the two are added to
gether, the price today is about $1.85 or 
so a bushel. That is the average price. 

I would certainly regret ever having 
to go back to the former program we 
had, wherein we could not get the full 
cooperation of all producers of grain. 

As I have said here on many occasions, 
the corngrowers benefited a good deal, 
but the corngrowers were never under a 
control program. 

I am certain this law •. which ls a vol
untary program so ,far as com is con
cerned, as well ... as wheat, cannot be im
proved unless we want to put more 
money in the kitty, to pay the farmer. 
Unless we can keep our production in 
keeping .with our oym requirements arnd 
our exports, we are going to have low 
farm prices. I think that with this pro
gram we will reacll our goal. 

Mr. ·PEARSON. :Mr. President, 1· shall 
be very brief. I ~imply want to eonclude 
by saying that I have t~e greatest ~e
spect for the chairman of the Commit
tee on Agricultur-e and Forestry and the 
greatest oonfidence in that very com
mittee, so mµch· so. that I tJ;link if we 
extend this program, hot for 4 years, but 
for 2 years, that very committee can 
bring back a farm bill which will not,, 
in the words of :the' distinguished chair
man, be left to 'the judgment based on 
imagination of the. Secretary of Agricul-
ture. . . , 

.To my very ·able and most respected 
an'd leading Republican expert, I would 
say no one resists the extension of this 
biff or resists · the extension tnis· year, 
but I think within. that committee there 
was a great divergence of opinion as to 
how long the' .extension should be. I do 
not recall the vote. I think it was very 
close. Someone advises me it was 8-t0-7. 

This is a matter that ought to be 
seriously considered so we are not locked 
in and tied for 4 long years to this 
program. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two min
utes remain to the Senator. 

Mr. PEARSON. I yield to the Senator 
from South Dakota. 

Mr. MUNDT. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I shall address myself 

to two points made by my distinguished 
friend, the chairman of the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry, who is in
deed a great farm leader, but who lives 

in an area where crop conditions are and the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
somewhat different than they are in the McCARTHY] are necessarily absent. 
northern part of this country. I further announce that, if present 

He says total farm income has been and voting, the Senator from Missouri 
going up. But these ate highly infiated [Mr. LoNGl and the Senator from 
dollars. There is no use trying to deceive Louisiana [Mr. LONG] would each vote 
ourselves, because we cannot deceive the ''nay." 
farmer, that the dollars the farmers are Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
getting in bigger numbers have the same Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the 
purchasing power they used to have, be- Senator from Colorado [Mr. DOMINICK], 
cause the purchasing Power of the dollar the Senator from Michigan [Mr. GRIF
has been going down. FIN], the Senator from New York [Mr. 

There is only one fair yardstick to · JAVITS], the Senator from California 
measure farm opportunity and that is [Mr. MURPHY], the Senator from Illinois 
parity. How much can the farmer buy [Mr. PERCY], and the Senator from Ver
with the bushel or the Pound of his mont [Mr. PROUTY] are necessarily 
produce? He can buy 73 percent of par- absent. 
ity. That means he is operating at a If present and voting the Senator 
27 percent discriminatory purchasing from Utah [Mr. BENNETTl, the Senator 
ratio. He is operating with that kind of from New York [Mr. JAVITS] the Senator 
drag on his income. Under the old pro- from California [Mr. MUR~l and the 
gram of the 8 Eisenhower-Nixon years, Senator from Illinois [Mr. PERdYJ would 
whatever else can be said about it, the each vote "yea." 
farmer averaged 85 percent of parity. On this vote the Senator from Colo
Today he averages 73 percent of parity. rado [Mr. Do:rvi°INICK] is paired with the 
That is a 12 percent net loss to the fa.rm- Senator from Vermont [Mr. PROUTY]. If 
er that I do n~t want to see us carry present and voting, the Senator from 
into the future. · Colorado would vote"yea," and the Sen-

As to the other argument that if we ator from Vermont would vote "nay" 
do not do this we will go back, nobody Ths result was announced-yeas· 36 
wants to go back. We want to go ahead. nays 46, as follows: ' 
We want to go forward. We want to 
crank in some new concepts and new 
imagination with the advice of a new 
President and a new Secretary of Agr~
culture. If the best thing we can do is 
continue to handicap the agricultural 
sector of the United States, we will have 
to continue to extend this program again 
2 years from 'now, ·but we have every
thing to gain and nothing to lose by 
taking a new look at it long before 4 more 
years have· elapsed. The farmer ' is en
titled to justice, and that is 100 percent, 
and not 80 percent or 7;i percent, So let 
us' not extend this same inadequate farm 
program tor 4 ,mor~ sorrowful years w,hen 
to '40 so for 1 or 2 years by our action in 
this Congress protects what we have and 
requires Washington to try to come up 
with something · better or sooner than 4 
long years from now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute remains to the Senator 'from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield 
back my time, unless a Senator wants 
to be heard. ' 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. The question is on the 
amendment of the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. PEARSON] as a substitute for the 
amendment of the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr . .AIKEN]. On this question the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an
nounce that the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. INOUYE], and the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. YouNGl are absent on official 
business. ' 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. BARTLETT]. the Senator 
from Indiana [BAYH], the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], the Sena
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. LONG], 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LONG], 

Allott 
Anderson 
Baker 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brewster 
Brooke 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Case 

Alken 
Burdick 
Church 
Cooper 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Er.vin 
Gore 
Gruening 
Harris 
Ha.rt 
Hatfield 
Ha.yd en 
H111 

(No. 225 Leg.] 
YEAS-36 

Clark Morton 
C'otton Mundt 
Curtis Pastore 
Fannin Pearson 
Fong Pell 
Hansen Ribicoff 
Hickenlooper Scott 
Holland Smathers 
Jordan, Ida.ho Smith 
Lausche Spong 
Mcintyre Tower 
Miller ... Williams, Del. · 

··NAY8-46 . 
· Hollings 
Hruska 
Jackson , ~ 
Jordan, N.C. 
Kuchel 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McClellan 
McGee 
McGovern 
Metcalf 
Monda.le 
Monroney 
Montoya 
MQrse, 
Moss 

· Muskie 
Nelson 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Russell 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 

. ' 

· Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tydings 
W1111a.ms, N .J. 
Yarborough 
Yqung, N. Dak. 

NOT. VOTING-17 
Bartlett Hartke McCarthy 

Murphy 
Percy 
Prouty 
Young, Ohio 

Bayh Inouye 
Bennett Ja.vits 
Dominick Kennedy 
Pulbright Long, Mo. 
Grifiln Long, La. 

So Mr. PEARSON'S amendment was re
jected. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont is recognized. 
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, before we 

vote on my amendment which would pro
vide for a 3-year extension of the pro
gram, I would like to say I have made 
the amendment provide for 3 years, 
not that I object to a 2-year program, 
but I think it would be much better to 
make it a 3-year extension in the Senate 
because the House certainly will not go 
beyond a 1:.year extension, and they wlll 
vote for 1 year very reluctantly. Then the 
question could be resolved in conference. 

It appears to me that a 4-year exten-
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sion would be carrying it too far into the 
next election. That is why I think 3 
years would be the best extension of time 
we could approve. 
· Mr. President, I am ready for a vote. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I hope 

the Senate maintains the committee 
action. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Vermont. On this ques
tion the yeas and nays have been or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. . 

Mr. BAKER (after having voted iii 
the negative>. On this vote I have a pair 
with the junior Senator from COlorado 
[Mr. DOMINICK]. If he were present and 
voting he would vote "yea." If I were at 
liberty to vote, I would vote "nay." I 
withdraw my vote. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an

nounce that the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. CHU'RcHl, the Senator from Hawa:il 
[Mr. INOUYE], and the Senator fr?m Ohio 
[Mr. YOUNG] are absent on official busi
ness. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. BARTLETT], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. BAYHJ, the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. Fm.BRIGHT], the Senator 
from Indiana CMr. HARTKE], the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. LoNG], the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr~ LoNGJ, and 
the .Senator from Minnesota ·[Mr. Mc-
CARTHY] are necessarily absent. _ 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Arkan~as 
[Mr. Fm.BRIGHT], the Senator from Mis
souri [Mr. LoNG], and the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. LoNG J woUld each vo~ 
"nay." · · 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. DOMINICK], 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. GRIF
FIN], the Senator from New York [Mr. 
JAVITSJ, the Senator from Calif~mia 
[Mr. MURPHY], the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. PERCY], and the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. PROUTY], are necessarily ab
sent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the Senator 
from New York [Mr. JAVITs], the Senator 
from California [Mr. MURPHY] •. the Sen
ator from Illinois [Mr. PERCY], and the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. PROUTY] 
would each vote "yea." 

The pair of the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. DOMINICK] has been previously 
announced. 

The result was announced-yeas 40, 
nays 40, as follows: 

Aiken 
Allott 
Anderson 
Boggs 
Brewster 
Brooke 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Case 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 

[No. 226 Leg.] 
YEA8-40 

Curtis 
Dodd 
Fannin 
Fong 
Hansen 
Hlckenlooper 
Holland 
Jordan, Idaho 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Mansfield 
Mcintyre 
Morton 
Mundt 

Muskie 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Ribicoff 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith 
Spong 
Tower 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N. Dak. 

NAYs-40 
Bible Hruska 
Burdick Jackson 
Dirksen Jordan, N.C. 
Eastland Magnuson 
Ellender McClellan 
Ervin · McGee 
Gore McGovern 
Gruening Metcalf 
Harris Miller 
Hart Mondale 
Hatfield Monroney 
Hayden Montoya 
Hill Morse 
Hollings Moss 

Nelson 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Russell 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tydings 
Wllllams, N .J. 
Yarborough 

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-1 

Baker, against. 
NOT VOTING-18 

Bartlett Griffin Long, La. 
Ba.yh Hartke McCarthy 
Bennett Inouye Murphy 
Church Javits Percy 
Dominick Kennedy Prouty 
Fulbright Long, Mo. Young, Ohio 

So Mr. AIKEN'S amendment was re
jected. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, on behalf of the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BREWSTER] and myself, I 
send to the desk an amendment and ask 
that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. · 

The bill clerk read the amendment, 
as follows: 

on page 14, between llnes 12 and 13, in
sert the following: 

"SEc. 806. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, after January 1, 1969, the to
tal amount of payments which may be made 
to any single recipien~ for any one year. as 
(1) incentive payments, (2) diversion pay
ments, (3) price-support payments, (4) 
wheat marketing certificate payments, (5) 
cotton equalization payments, and (6) crop
land adjustment payments, shall not exceed 
$25,000." 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delawa~e. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that after the distin
guished Senator from Delaware 'yields to 
the distinguished Senator from Kentucky 
such time as the latter desires, there be 
a 30-minute limitation on the amend
ment, the time to be equally divided, 
15 minutes to the Senator from Dela
ware and 15 minute to the Senator from 
Louisiana. · 

-Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we 
have order? · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
change my request to a time limitation 
of 1 hour 30 minutes to each side. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I would llke to have 
12 minutes on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
quest is that the time be limited to 1 
hour 30 minutes to each side. 
~. FONG. May I have 12 minutes of 

the 30? 
Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. 
Mr. BREWSTER. Mr President, re

serving the right to object-and I do not 
propose to object-I would like to have 
15 minutes in support of my amend
ment 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 
correct. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, reserv-

ing the right to object, I did not hear all 
of the unanimous-consent request. 

Mr MANSFIELD. The request is for 
30 minutes to each side on this amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, what is 
the request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
quest is that on this amendment the 
time be limited to l hour, 30 minutes to 
each side. Is there objection? 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I would like to have 
10 minutes in opposition to the amend
ment. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. 
Mr. FANNIN. I have no objection. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that I 
may yield to the Senator from Ken
tucky, who I understand wishes to offer 
an amendment he has worked out with 
the chairman, without losing my right 
to the floor. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, we can
not hear. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I understand that the Senator 
from Kentucky pas an amendµlent 
which he has discussed with the chair
man of the committee. The Senator from 
Kentucky believes he can work it o:ut 1n 
a few minutes, and I ask unanimous 
consent that I may yield to him, without 
losing my right to the floor~ I also ask 
unanimous consent that my amendment 
be temporarily laid aside so that the 
amendment of the SenatQr from Ken
tucky may be considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ,Is there 
objection . to the request of the Senator 
from Delaware? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. . . 

Mr. RUSSEW.,. Mr. Pre.sident, I regret 
I did not hear what was being said. 

The PRE:SIDING OFFICER. The 
unanimous-consent request was made by 
the Senator from Delaware that he yield 
to the Senator from Kentucky, who has 
an amendment to off er, which it is antic
ipated will be agreed to, without the 
Senator from Delaware losing his right 
to the floor. 

Mr. RUSSELL. There is no limitation 
on debate? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No. 
Mr. RUSSELL. I have no objection. 
Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask that 
it'be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read the amend
ment, as follows: 

On page 10, strike out lines 2 through 14, 
and substitute the following: 

"SEC. 404. Section 379e of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
amended by striking out '1969' and substitut
ing '1973'." 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, section 
404 deals with what ls known as wheat 
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certificates. All that I seek to do by this 
amendment is to continue the present 
law as it is. The complicated formula in 
section 404 has to do with a change in 
parity, a change in the loan rate, and 
other factors. What I am trying to do is 
to let the present law stay as it is for 4 
years regardless of whether we continue 
the bill for 1, 2, 3, or 4 years. It would 
not upset it . 

For once the wheatgrowers of this 
country, the wheat processors of this 
country, and the bakers of this country 
are in agreement, and when we get those 
three groups in agreement, we should 
accede to their wishes. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORTON. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 

President, ordinarily I would be on the 
other side of the Senator from Kentucky 
with respect to this amendment, but the 
provision in the bill which the Senator 
seeks to strike is highly controversial. To 
keep it in the bill is not important to 
agriculture, and would involve only a 
small amount of money. I believe we 
would have a better chance with the 
House if we did not keep this controver
sial provision in the bill, which the Sen
ator from Kentucky seeks to strike. 

I hope the chairman of the commit
tee, the Senator from Louisiana, will 
agree to the amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MORTON. I might say to my 
friend from North Dakota that I appre
ciate his remarks. The Secretary himself 
said that this would not mean an extra 
penny to any wheat faqner and it only 
complicates the matter. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I am 
in agreement with what the Senator from 
Kentucky has said. 

The only thing that happened here is 
that the price of certificates to millers 
would be increased, which would aifect 
the price of a loaf of bread. The amend
ment would correct this and is concurred 
in by the distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota, and inasmuch as he 
agrees, I have no objection. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. Did I understand the 

Senator t.o say that this would have in
creased the price of bread? 

Mr. ELLENDER. No. I said, if it stays 
in the bill. 

Mr. MORTON. I am trying to keep that 
from happening. 

Mr. PASTORE. We have bread eaters 
in my State. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MOR
TON]. [Putting the question.] 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield to me briefly? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres

ident, I yield to the Senator from Ohio 
on the same basis that I yielded to the 
Senator from Kentucky. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Ohio is recognized. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment on behalf of 

the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] 
and myself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows; 
On page 14, line 2, strike out "and New 

Mexico".", and insert in lieu thereof "New 
Mexico, Illinois, and Ohio"." 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, under 
the law, market agreements between pro
ducers and processors on apples cannot 
be made unless the States are particu
larly identified in the law. 

At present, the States of Washington, 
Oregon, Idaho, New York, Michigan, 
Maryland, New Jersey, Indiana, Cali
fornia, Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, 
Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and Con
necticut have been given permission to 
allow their producers and processors of 
apples to come under the marketing law. 

My amendment requests that the 
States of Illinois and Ohio, and New 
Mexico, which is also in the bill, be 
permitted to develop marketing proce
dures. · 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr." President, the 
committee amended the present bill only 
as to New Mexico, Utah, and Colorado. 
This amendment would merely add two 
more States. I have no objection to the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Ohio <put
ting the question> . 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Delaware is recognized. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Del·aware. Mr. Presi

dent, the pending amendment is offered 
by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BREWSTER] and myself. The purpose of 
the amendment is to place a $25,000 
limitation on the total amount of all 
payments combined which can be made 
to any one individual or any one farming 
operation that is covered under the 
pending bill. 

Mr. President, this proPosal would not 
affect the price suppart loans, but it 
would affect all payments in cash or 
kind made to these individuals on all 
agriculture commodities under this bill. 

The Senator from Maryland and I 
have offered this amendment previously 
on the basis of a $10,000 limitation. An 
argument could be made for limiting the 
payments to $10,000, but realizing that 
we do not have the votes for $10,000 we 
have agreed that we are going to try to 
prevail on this amendment for $25,000. 

Mr. President, surely this is the very 
least the Congress should do, and the 
estimate we have is that by enacting the 
amendment we would save between $200 
and $225 million a year in payments. At 
a time when we are establishing priori
ties I think this is the minimum step 
Congress can take. 

I yield to the Senator from Maryland 
who wishes to make a statement in sup
port of the amendment. Following that, 
unless the chairman wishes to accept 
the amendment, I will ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

a sutncient second? There is a sutncient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I note 

there are two different amendments by 
the Senator from Delaware printed on 
this subject matter. Which amendment 
is the Senator offering at this time? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. This is 
the amendment which would restrict the 
provision to those agricultural commodi
ties which are covered under this bill, 
and it would not extend it over to the 
Sugar Act, which is not covered in the 
bill, 

Mr. HOLLAND. Am I correct that this 
does not apply to incentive payments 
which go to the two deficit crops of sugar 
and wool? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 
the intention. It would apply only to 
those commodities which are 1n the bill, 
and particularly it would not apply to 
sugar. 

Mr. HOLLAND. How about incentive 
payments on sugar? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The amendment pro
vides that it would cover incentive pay
ments and it would be my judgment that 
it would cover sugar crops and wool 
production. 

I wonder what the Senator meant by 
the word "incentive." 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. This 
amendment was drafted by legislative 
counsel, and it is not intended to cover 
payments under the Sug·ar Act. We are 
limiting it intentionally at this time to 
cover those commodities under the b111. 
This is the so-called Findley amendment 
that was introduced in the House of 
Representiatives. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, there 
are two amendments, and since the Sen
ator has changed slightly the wording I 
wonder if the Senator would yield to me 
so that I might suggest a short quorum 
so that we can get together to determine 
exactly what it is that he proposes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. We could 
do that or, inasmuch as the Senator from 
Maryland is going to make an address, 
we could do it while he is speaking. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION TOMORROW 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Pres-ident I ask 

unanimous consent that all committees 
of the Senate be permitted to meet to
morrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
abjection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 
10 A.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business tonight, which I 
imagine will be around 7 o'clock or so, it 
stand in adjournment until 10 a.m. 
tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Jilouse insisted upon its amendment to 
the bill <S. 3710) authorizing the con
struction, repair, and preservation of 
certain public works on rivers and har
bors for navigation, flood control, and 
for other purposes, disagreed to by the 
Senate; agreed to the conference asked 
by the Senate on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
BLATNIK, Mr. JONES of Alabama, Mr. 
WRIGHT, Mr. EDMONDSON, Mr. JOHNSON 
of California, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. HARSHA, 
and Mr. DON CLAUSEN were appointed 
mainagers on the part of the House ait 
the conference. 

AMENDMENT NO. 883 TO S. 3590, TO 
BRING FARM EMPLOYERS AND 
EMPLOYEES UNDER THE NA
TIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT
JURISDICTIONAL STANDARD 
<NLRB NONRETAIL STANDARD OF 
$50,000) WOULD COVER 3.5 PER
CENT OF ALL FARMS IN NATION
THIS 3.5 PERCENT OF ALL AMERI
CAN FARMS EMPLOY A MILLION 
AND A HALF FARMWORKERS, OR 
45 PERCENT OF THE TOTAL FARM 
WORK FORCE 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 

President, amendment 883 to S. 3590, the 
Agricultural Act of 1968, would bring 
farm employers and employees under 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

Since its passage over 30 years ago, 
the National Labor Relations Act has 
expressly excluded agricultural em
ployees. Amendment No. 883 simply cor
rects this inequity by eliminating this 
discriminatory exclusion from the act. 

Unlike the farm measure, S. 3590, 
which requires several billion in tax
payers' revenue, amendment No. 883 im
poses no additional burden on the Amer
ican taxpayer. 

Mr. President, in our rich and abun
dant society we can no longer delay re
moving this legislative discrimination 
against farmworkers. The farmworker 
who seeks protection in his struggle for 
recognition and collective ba,.rgaining is 
not in the mainstream of American life. 
Instead, the farmworkers are on the 
bottom rung of our economic ladder, the 
poorest people in America, specifically 
excluded from every major social and 
economic program, and disenfranchised 
because of their nomadic travels to keep 
body and soul together by working to 
harvest our food and fiber. 

We mus.t not delay any longer. These 
are not people making a moderate liv
ing that want to better their conditions; 
there are human beings making below 
poverty level wages, living in the worst 
of conditions that need help to be able 
to eat to allay their hunger. 

And while these people are living a 
life of hunger, we are today acting to 
extend the farm subsidy programs
which for many years has made extreme
ly generous cash payments to farm own
ers throughout the Nation. Looking at 
the 1967 payments-just on those farms 
receiving $10,000 or more in ASCS pay-

ments, we find that over $1 million was 
paid to each of five farms; between $500,-
000 and $1 million to each of 15 farms; 
between $100,000 and $500,000 to each 
of 388 farms; between $50,000 and $100,-
000 to each of 1,290 farms; between $25,-
000 and $50,000 to each of 4,881 farms; 
and between $10,000 and $25,000 to each 
of 6,579 farms. 

Let the record show that I am not at
tacking the need for the Agricultural Act 
of 1968. The merits and demerits of that 
act are being adequately discussed by my 
colleagues. But I do think it highly im
portant to remind ourselves of the in
equities and economic flaws in our cur
rent farm policies, which has historical
ly favored the farmowner exclusively 
and has given little or no concern to the 
farm employees. 

In 1967, ASCS payments totaled $3.4 
billion. This is higher than the $2.8 bil
lion total farm labor wage bill for the 
same year. While I realize that ASCS's 
payment is not a direct wage subsidy, 
it is an unwise policy, indeed, to expend 
such huge swns of taxpayers revenue to 
benefit only the farmowner segment of 
the industry without providing assur
ance that some part of this large public 
subsidy benefit· the workers also. 

Some of the greatest citizens of our 
Nation-Government officials, church 
groups of many denominations, labor 
leaders and others-have expressed their 
strong support for collective bargaining 
for farm workers. 

The First Lady of the land for more 
than a decade, Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt 
appeared at our Senate legislative hear
ings in 1959. In highlighting the perni
cious contrasts between the generous 
Federal policy toward f armowners, on 
the one hand, and the Federal denial of 
equality of opportunity and justice to
ward the farmworkers on the other, 
Mrs. Roosevelt said: 

Government agricultural policies appear to 
favor the large growers at the expense of .the 
small family farmer and the farmworker. In 
1954, about 12 percent of all farm opera
tors controlled more than 40 percent of all 
farmlands, grossed almost 60 percent of all 
farm product sales, and accounted for more 
than 70 percent of all expenditures for farm 
labor. The current wheat price support pro
gram costs the taxpayers $1,500,000 a day. 
This would seem to be an example of lop
sided aid. Certainly, a small proportion of 
large growers are receiving protection de
nted millions of workers. (This is from the 
New York Herald Tribune of November 11, 
1959.) 

Mrs. Roosevelt's statement of almost 
a decade ago has just recently been up
dated and reaffirmed by the President's 
National Advisory Commission on Ru
ral Poverty. One of its findings is that: 

Our current farm policies tend to focus 
strictly upon the economic well-being of 
commercial farm operators and landowners, 
to the exclusion of the interests of fa.nn 
laborers, tenants, rural communities, and 
society at large. 

The President's Advisory Commission 
also formally recommended extension of 
the National Labor Relations Act to the 
agricultural industry. 

Vice President HUMPHREY, in a recent 
letter to the editor of the New York 
Times, put himself clearly and unequiv-

ocally behind the need for action now. 
The Vice President said and I quote him: 

It is now time-indeed, it ts long overdue-
for farm workers to have full rights of or
ganization and collective bargaining guar
anteed under the National Labor Relations 
Act. As I have stated in the past-and I re
affirm now-Congress should act this year to 
provide this protection. 

The President's Commission on Food 
and Fiber has called for the enactment 
of collective bargaining rights for farm
workers. This high level Presidential 
Commission evaluated "the national in
terest, the welfare of rural Americans, 
the well-being of farmers, the needs of 
our workers and the interests of our con
sumers." Issued in 1968, their report 
states that: 

There seems to be no justification for 
treating farm labor d11ferently than other 
workers in the labor force. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends that farm workers 
should not, by Federal or State exemptions, 
be denied the benefits of policies and stand
ards that are deemed to be in the interest 
of other wage earners. 

Rural workers must also have the same 
rights to bargain collectively for wages as 
urban workers. The Commission recommends 
that farm workers be included under the 
provisions of the National Labor Relations 
Act, to the extent feasible and wherever nec
essary to achieve equivalence of personal 
and social protection for the rural work 
force. 

In Senate hearings during this Con
gress, Secretary of Labor Willard Wirtz 
put the case this way: 

S. 8 simply gives farm workers--on large 
farms-the protection of collective bargain
ing which other workers have. . . . 

I do not . . . believe there is a person in 
the country who could look in a m.irrOr, Io.ok 
himself in his own eye, and argue against 
these bills. It is just that right, and I think 
the arguments against them are all reducible 
in the end to this absurdity; that in this 
industry as in no other, whatever costs there 
are, whatever perils of unusual operation
the fact that weather may be a factor or, the 
fact that they need workers part time-
ought not to be borne by the workers who 
cannot pay these costs instead of being 
passed on to the employers who can pay 
them. 

... It is clear that the one point of largest 
significance before you is reflected in S. 8. It 
is perfectly clear that nothing else will really 
cover this situation untll this group of peo
ple have the equality of representation 
which is so important. I think there are two 
baste equalities. One, in educational oppor
tunity and the other in the opportunity to 
be represented. This group does not have it. 
The purpose of S. 8 is to give it to them and 
it is just that simple. 

The American labor movement has 
voiced its strong support for farmwork
ers collective bargaining rights. Mr. 
George Meany, president of the AFL-CIO 
has declared and I quote him: 

We in the AFL-CIO believe that the only 
effective farm worker union will be one built 
by the farm workers themselves .... 

We recognize that the struggle to organize 
farm workers is just beginning. We are de
termined not to permit these workers to be 
starved into submission by their powerful 
and giant employers. . . . 

Even as the battle in the field continues, 
the AFL-CIO is pledged to eliminate ex
ploitation of the farm workers at the legis
lative level. . .. 

Agricultural workers must have the right 
to organize and to bargain collectively. There 
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is no logical reason for their continued ex
clusion from the protection of the National 
Labor Relations Act. 

Mr. Walter Reuther, president of the 
United Automobile Workers Interna
tional Union, in his statement before the 
subcommittee on this legislation, noted 
that the 1967 violent farm labor strife in 
T~xas is but a prophecy of things to 
come. President Reuther said: 

What has happened in southern Texas is 
but a whiff of the social explosion which ts 
sweeping American agriculture. On one side 
are agricultural giants grown rich on gov
ernment cash subsidies and government 
irrigation water. On the other side are farm 
worker&--thousands of them living on the 
thin edge of human existence. . . . 

All of us as consumers of food have a 
moral respons1bll1ty to correct this human 
injustice .... 

No one thing Congress or anybody else does 
can overnight transform the bleak lives of 
America's farm workers, but it ls my con
viction that farm worker unions will hasten 
the day when farm workers can toil with a 
greater semblance of human dignity and 
America's marvel of abundant agriculture 
will not be based on the misery of a few. 

One of the most eloquent, penetrating 
statements in support of collective bar
gaining rights for farm workers was de
livered in our California hearings on 
March 16, 1966, by Bishop Donohoe, 
Northern Diocese, St. Mary's Assumption, 
Stockton, Calif. The statement had the 
approval of all Catholic bishops in the 
staite of California. 

In his hearing statement Bishop Dono
hoe took the position, and I quote: 

When disputes cannot be settled in the pri
vate sector, it 1s the proper respons1b111ty 
of government to protect the rights of the 
disputants and the public by judgment and, 
in some matters by law. 

The following points, then, seem clear to 
us: . 

(a) Any group in society has the right to 
form an a.ssociatioli to· foster its own well
being. It ls understood ' that this ass"oclatlon 
acts within · law and therefore ls concerned 
with the general welfare as well as with its 
own. 

(b) Applied to farmers, this principle justi
fies their membership 1n any legitimate or
ganization of their own choosing. Those who 
seek to promote the organization of farmers 
are not to be looked upon as outside agi
tators. 

(c) Applied to fa.rm laborers, this principle 
justifies their membership in any legiti~ate 
organization of their own choosing. Those 
who seek to organize farm laborers are not 
to be looked upon as outside agitators. 

(d) Such organizations must be protected 
by law, and where necessary, criteria and pro
cedures established to determine the legiti
macy of particular efforts to organize such 
associations. 

. . . it is not sufficient to recognize the 
right to organize in theory ·only. In order that 
this right be recognized. in fact it is of crucial 
importance for the various governments to 
legislate criteria and techniques for deter
mining the legitimacy of a particular effort 
to organize workers and to protect these 
workers from reprisals for joining in these 
organizing efforts. 

This 1s of particular relevance to farm la
bor organizing. Without these criteria farm
ers have no reasonable way of knowing who 
legitimately represents their workers, and the 
workers themselves may have doubts about 
the legitimacy of a particular organizing 
effort. 
... We look to the day when farmer and 

farm worker, united by honorable contracts 
binding agricultural employer associations 

and farm labor unions, will work together 
with common purpose to win from the whole 
economy their proper recompense for their 
most essential contribution to our well-being. 

Strong SUPPort for farmworkers' basic 
rights has been expressed by the Central 
Conference of American Rabbis and the 
Union of American Hebrew Congrega
tions. Rabbi Richard G. Hirsch, speaking 
for these groups in public hearings, made 
this statement: 

Jewish tradition has always stressed the 
imperative of economic justice for the la
borer . . . We believe that men are servants 
of God and not of other men ... The em
ployee is, above all else, a human being and 
as such is entitled to associate with others, if 
he so desires, to achieve encouragement, as
sistance, and strength in the pursuit of the 
means to sustain and enable human life. 

... There is no issue I can think of that 
is more of a moral issue than this one which 
we are discussing, because the great tragedy 
of America has been that the least protection 
has been given to those who need it the 
most. 

The spokesman for the National Coun
cil of Churches, Mr. Kenneth G. Neigh, 
made this statement in our hearing 
record: 

It has . . . long been a matter of serious 
concern of the National Counc11 of Churches 
and many of its constituent denominational 
bodies that agricultural workers have been 
seriously limited in the exercise of the right 
to organize under law ... We hold that such 
restriction infringes· upon the general right 
of association which should include the right 
to organize into labor unions and bargain 
collectively and r~sponsibly with employers 
under the provisions of the NLRA . . . On 
December 3, 1966, the General Board of the 
National council of Churches stated: "Several 
aspects of the seasonal farm labor problem 
require legislative action ... "The first listed 
is as follows: "Inclusion of farm worlters 
under the provisions of the National Labor 
Rela.tions Act ... "Add to these similar and 
perhaps even stronger statements by six o~ 
the major Protestant denominations quite 
apart from the National Council position. 
They have been issued by the American 
Baptist Convention, The United Presbyterian 
Church, USA, United Lutheran Church, 
United Christian Missionary Society of the 
Disciples of Christ, The United Church of 
Christ. 

It is entirely appropriate that collec
tive bargaining rights· for farmworkers 
be considered during deliberations on S. 
3590 for this farm bill has as one of its 
purposes ''to ~ssure adequate supplies of 
agricultural commoditi~s." In this legis
lative context it would be wise indeed to 
remind ourselves that today's agricul
tural scene is becoming increasingly 
characterized by strikes, violence, boy
cotts, and other disruptive conditions. 
In short, conditions are developing that 
have the certain potential for directly 
and materially affecting food produc
tion, farm profits, workers' earnings as 
well as the general flow of farm produce 
to the consumer. 

Application of the collective bargain
ing laws to farm employers and em
ployees would provide an orderly process 
for resolving these problems. The first 
and most important step would be to 
provide a legal basis for the conduct of 
elections by the National Labor Rela
tions Board to permit employees freely 
and democratically to choose whether 
they wish to be represented by a union 

or not. Should a majority wish union 
representation, the employer and the 
majority representative are thereafter 
both obligated to bargain collectively 
and discuss grievances. By coverage un
der the act, protection of the rights of 
employees to join, or not to join, a labor 
organization is guaranteed, and the 
NLRB investigates and decides cases in
volving unfair labor practices of unions 
and employer on charges presented by 
workers, unions or employers. 

As I have indicated farm employees 
and employers have been excluded from 
the National Labor Relations Act since 
the original enactment of the Wagner 
Act in 1935. Farm employers throughout 
the Nation, as a result, have enjoyed al
most total Power of decision over wages 
and working conditions of f armwork
ers. Consequently, the farmworker has 
become the lowest paid worker in Amer
ica's work force and, hence, his depend
ents and children the most deprived in 
regard to housing, education, health and 
other basic human needs. The average 
wag~ in 1967 climbed to $1.33 hourly, 
while all other manufacturing produc
tion workers average over twice as 
much: $2.83. Construction workers aver
aged. $4.09. Four States paid their farm
workers an average wage below the $1 
minimum wage for farmworkers-in 
one State, workers averaged 89 cents in 
the fields. In 10 States the average was 
below $1.10. The average year's wage for 
farm employment, including only those 
who worked over ·25 days in agriculture, 
was under $1,200 in 1966. 

The National Labor Relations Board's 
nonretall standard of $50,000 will be 
the minimum coverage under the amend
ment and, therefore, the collective bar
gaining provision would apply to a maxi~ 
mum of only 3.5 percent of all the farms 
in the Nation; however, since these 3.5 
percent of all farms employ 45 percent 
of all farm employees, substantial cover
age of the farm work force would be 
achieved. In short, the workers on large 
corporate farms would finally have the 
right to freely and democratically vote 
on whether they wish to join or not to 
join a union. 

The small f amUy farm will not be 
covered by this amendment. Over half 
the farms in the Nation use no hired 
labor at all, and, therefore, would not be 
affected by the amendment. Moreover. 
at least two employees are necessary 
under existing law to constitute a bar
gaining unit. Additionally, the existing 
law expressly excludes from the bar
gaining unit immediately relatives of an 
employer, managers, and supervisors. 

The amendment also makes applicable 
to the agricultural industry certain of the 
seasonality provisions-in section 8Cf> 
of the NLRA-now applicable to the 
construction industry. For example, the 
amendment permits, but does not re
quire, employers in the agricultural 
industry to enter into an agreement with 
a union-commonly referred to as a pre
hire agreement:--before employees are 
actually hired and before a majority 
status of a union is actually determined. 
This presents a maximum opportunity 
to the grower or farmer-presently avail
able only in the construction indus
try-to stabilize his labor situation and 
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reliably estimate his labor cost in ad
vance of planting and harvesting. This 
purely voluntary prehire procedure is 
particularly valuable to all parties in a 
seasonal industry, and, even if a contract 
is made, an election proceeding may 
always be held after all employees are 
hired. 

Other provisions of section 8 (f) permit 
arrangements for a union hiring hall, 
and union security agreements providing 
union membership 7 days after employ
ment. The 7-day provision modifies the 
law under NLRA, that is, it allows a 
shorter grace period of 7 days as opposed 
to 30 days authorized generally under 
NLRA, primarily because of the seasonal 
nature of and short duration of employ
ment. In a right-to-work jurisdiction, 19 
States, the parties would be prohibited 
from entering into a union security 
agreement. Indeed, NLRA-section 705 
(b), Public Law 86-257-expressly pro
vides: 

Nothing contained in the amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall be construed as au
thorizing the execution or application of an 
agreement requiring membership in a labor 
organization as a condition of employment in 
any State or Territory in which such execu
tion or application is prohibited by State or 
Territorial law. 

This proposed amendment offers no 
subsidy to farmworkers. It carries no ap
propriation. It is not special legislation; 
on the contrary, it does away with special 
legislation. It offers the one simple prop
osition that the agricultural industry, 
which is affected by the Agricultural Act 
of 1968, ought to have the same respon
sibilities and protections for labor-man
agement relations as all other industries 
have. It does not guarantee any success 
in organizing Unions. It merely affords 
agricultural workers on the large farms 
the opportunity to help themselves with
in the framework of our Federal labor 
laws. 

Surely, there can be no 11eed to .argue 
in July 1968 about whether any American 
worker deserves the right to bargain col
lectively. The principle has long been es
tablished. It guarantees the very right of 
contract, providing to the worker that 
"equality of bargaining position in which 
freedom of contract begins" ref erred to 
by Justice Holmes. 

A fundamental function of the Gov
ernment is to protect the weak from the 
strong. But the fact is that nowhere in 
our society is the disparity of power so 
immense as between the big business 
farms that are coming to dominate our 
agriculture and the powerless, anony
mous, generally poorly educated men 
and women who work for them. We do 
not need to look at statistics, although 
there are plenty of them, to know that 
this worker is hopelessly out-bargained 
by his employer. He lives in the worst 
houses in America. His children go to 
the worst schools, when they go to school 
at all. All of the services that most 
Americans take for granted are inferior 
ln the remote and disjointed communi
ties inhabited by these workers and their 
families. 

There is another aspect of the prob
lem, and it concerns the nature of this 
large, corporate farm that holds its 
workers in economic bondage. This is the 

new economic force that is moving into 
rural America, causing alarm among 
many of our farm and small town lead
ers. Part of the leverage it uses to com
pete against family farmers is its power 
to dominate workers. This power should 
be matched at least by the legal right 
of these workers to bargain collectively. 

I would hasten to point out that we 
are not talking only about 'bargaining 
for wages and working conditions, we 
are talking about bargaining for decency 
itself. 

On June 9, 1968, a major feature story 
appeared in the Denver Post citing the 
absurd contention of some large farmers 
that migrant workers did not need field 
privies because they would not use them. 
They argued this in the face of the ex
pert testimony by sociologists that the 
migrant workers as a group were not less 
modest than most middle-class Ameri
cans, but more so. However, officials ob
served that serious problems of health 
were occurring because of lack of privies 
and field privies could be built for only 
$2, $3, or $4, the story said. 

It is one of the sad facts that we have 
learned in American life that we must 
protect the weak from the strong. Col
lective bargaining is one way to do it. 

But more importantly, adding collec
tive bargaining for farmworkers to this 
bill will serve also to equalize, in part, 
the benefits of the farm program itself, 
and should make it more acceptable to 
large numbers of our citizens who are 
concerned about big benefits that accrue 
to large farm operators. 

It is singularly fitting that we con
sider the rights of farmworkers to have 
a union, if they wish, in the same con
text of this generous Federal policy 
which, I am sure, will authorize another 
multibillion-dollar subsidy to the farm
owners. 

The crucial issue here today is simply · 
this: Shall Congress continue its mag
nificent largess for the big farm of Amer
ica without providing anything for the 
most deprived worker in our economy; 
or shall Congress balance the scales of ' 
justice by providing a small measure of 
help through collective bargaining rights 
to the poorest workers in America? 

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1968 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill <S. 3590) to extend and im
prove legislation for maintaining farm 
income, stabilizing prices and assuring 
adequate supplies of agricultural com
modities. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, pursu
ant to the consent given by the Senator 
from Dela ware, I would suggest the ab
sence of a quorum and I assure the Sen
ate I am only thinking of a short quorum 
so we can get together. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, before the 
Senator makes his request, will the Sena
tor from Dela ware yield to me so I may 
ask a question? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. FONG. Mr. President, as I under

stand the amendment, it would not sup
ply the $25,000 limitation to compliance 
payments for sugar. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The orig
inal amendment which I submitted to 

the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry would include all payments. In an 
effort to make progress in this direction, 
this amendment is confined to products 
other than sugar. 

Mr. FONG. So that sugar would be 
excluded. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That 
will be dealt with in a separate amend
ment. 

Mr. FONG. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield 

to the Senator from Maryland. 
Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 

support the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Delaware and myself. I 
just cannot understand why the tax
payers of this country should give any 
one farmer more than $25,000 per year. 

It is with much dismay that I find we 
are considering a renewal of our out
dated agriculture policy when the 1965 
Agricultural Act has another year to 
run. Earlier this year, the Congress ap
proved a $6 billion cut in Government 
spending in an effort to economize. Yet, 
now we are asked to approve the exten
sion of a program costing over $3 billion 
annually in spite of the fact that there 
is no particularly pressing need for an 
extension at this time, and without suf
ficient time to consider the alternatives. 
This seems highly inappropriate to me. 

I have voiced my opposition to our 
agriculture policy on many occasions. It 
is a policy which was created in the 
1930's as an emergency measure to help 
the small farmer. Year by year the evi
dence mounts that the effects of this 
outdated policy are exactly the opposite. 
It is a policy which mainly benefits the 
large, well-to-do farmer. It is a policy 
which is causing the small family farmer 
to flee to our already overcrowded urban 
centers. It is a policy which is a heaVY 
burden to the taxpayer. .It is a policy 
which should be relegated to history. 

Most farm programs benefit the larger, 
more prosperous farmers and farm cor
porations. Less than 2 percent of the 
farmers in America gross more than 
$100,000 a year, yet they take home 20 
percent of the farm subsidy program. 
A report by the President's National Ad
visory Commission on Rural Poverty 
points out: 

Currently the Federal Government spends 
more than a billion dollars a year to keep 
land out of production. This expenditure 
enables ~armers to hold out of production 
aibout 40 milM.on acres by programs of crop
land diversion, conservation reserve, and 
cropland adjustment. The rural poor get 
very little direct benefit from these expend
itures because they own such a small pro
portion of the farmland. For example, farms 
under 140 acres in size received only about 
one-fourth of the aigricultural conservation 
program payments in 1964. Yet, farms under 
140 a.cres in size comprise more than half 
the total number of farms. 

Our agricultural program does more 
than merely profit the large farmers. It 
actually encourages their growth. Mr. 
John Fischer in Harpers magazine 
pointed out: 

When you offer a bribe for every acre 
taken out of cultivation, the men with the 
most a.ores naturally get the most money
in many cases hundreds of thousands of dol
lars every year. Typically they have used 
their loot in two ways: ( 1) To buy more 
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land from their smaller neighbors; and (2) 
to invest in tractors, cotton-pickers, fertilizer, 
weed-killer, six-row cultivators, and all the 
other devices of modern technology. 

and 1966, over 750,000 farmers were 
forced off the land and headed for the 
city to seek employment. 

In addition to its failure to achieve 
its goal, the cost of this ludicrous pro
gram is enormous. The taxpayer pays 
once to bribe the farmer not to farm as 
much. He pays ·a second time in higher 
food prices. He pays still a third time for 
the cost of storing or giving away the 
surplus crop. Even the dairy, the beef, 
and .the chicken farmer pays because of 
higher feed prices. It makes no sense for 
the taxpayers to give five producers over 
$1 million apiece annually, and 11 pro-

ducers over $500,000 apiece, when the av
erage farmer gets only $831 a year. It 
makes no sense for the taxpayers to pay 
hundreds of millions of dollars to "sup
port" wealthy farmers who are receiv
ing over $25,000 a year in payments. With a bigger farm, and more equip

ment, he can take even more acres out 
of production, and thus get even a larger 
payoff. This senseless spiral continues at 
the expense of the small farmer this pro
gram was once supposed to be helping. 

Inevitably, the small farmer gets 
squeezed out. Without Government sub
sidies sufficient to modernize his farm, he 
simply cannot compete. Between 1965 

At this point, Mr. President, I would 
like to place in the RECORD a table ex
tracted from the hearings on the Agri
cultural Appropriations Act for fiscal 
year 1969, which lists by State the num
ber· of all payments in excess of $5,000. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: · 

PAYMENTS BY SIZE GROUP, ASCS AND GREAT PLAINS 

1967 FARMERS' PAYMENTS BY SIZE GROUP, $5,000 AND OVER 

State name and code $5,00.0 to 
$7,499 

$7,500 to 
$9,999 

$10,000 to 
$14,999 

$15,000 to 
$24,999 

'$25,000 to 
$49,999 

$50,000 to 
$99,999 

$100,000 to 
$499,999 

$500,000 to 
$999,999 

$1,000,000 
and over 

Alabama (64): 
Total (dollars)______________ 6, 124,324 4, 006, 286 5, 404, 605 6, 253, 030 5, 054, 655 l, 938, 996 268, 873 ----------------------- • ------ ~ -
Number of payments________ 1, 004 464 446 329 154 30 2 ------------------------- -------

Alas~~~~OlJ011ars)_ - - - - - - - - -- -- - --- - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - --- - - - -- -- -- -- - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - -- ---- ---- -- -- - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - -
Number of payments ____ --------------------- -- -- ------------ ------ -- - - -- - --- -- -- -- - - -- -• ------- - - - -- -- ---- ---------------- -- -- ---- ---- -- - - - - -- -------------- ---- ___ -- - ___ _ _ 

Arizona (86): 
Total (dollars) ____ ----- ----- 1, 185, 812 1, 236, 056 2, 430, 586 4, 475, 884 9, 796, 150 10, 487, 421 11, 794, 213 • 554, 817 ---·--- ----- -- --
Number of payments________ 191 143 196 232 277 155 62 1 ----------- -----

Arkansas (71): Total (dollars) ________ _____ _ 
Number of payments _______ _ 

California (93): 
Total (dollars)_. _____ -------
Number of payments _______ _ 

Colorado (84): 
Total (dollars)----------- ---Number of payments _____ ___ _ 

Connecticut (16): 
Total (dollars>--------------
Number of payments ______ __ _ 

Delaware (52): Total (dollars) _____________ _ 
, Number of payments ___ .., ___ _ 

Florida (59): Total (dollars) _____________ ,,. 
Number of payments _______ _ 

Georgia (57): Total (dollars) _____________ _ 
Number of payments _______ _ 

Hawaii (60): 
Total (dollars>--------------
Number of payments _______ _ 

Idaho (82): . 
Total (dollars>--------------Number of payments _______ _ 

Illinois (33): 
Total (dollars>--------------Number of payments _______ _ 

Indiana (32): 
Total (dollars>---------·---Number of payments _______ _ 

Iowa (42): Total (dollars) _____________ _ 
Number of payments _______ _ 

Kansas ( 49): 
Total (dollars) ____ --- __ -----
Number of payments _______ _ 

Kentucky (61): Total (dollars) _____________ _ 
Number of payments _______ _ 

Louisiana (72): 
Total (dollars>--------------Number of payments _______ _ 

Maine (11): 
Total (dollars) _____________ _ 
Number of payments _______ _ 

Maryland (51): 
Total (dollars)_ __ • ___ __ ----_ 
Number of fayments _______ _ 

Massachusetts ( 4): Total (dollars) ________ _____ _ 
Number of payments _______ _ 

Michigan (35): 
Total (dollars) _____________ _ 
Number of payments _______ _ 

Minnesota (41): 
Total (dollars>--------------N umber of payments _______ _ 

Mississipri (65): Tota (dollars) _____________ _ 
Number of payments. ______ _ 

Missouri (44): 
Total (dollars>------------ - -Number of payments ____ ___ _ 

Montana (81): 
Total (dollars>----- ---------Number of payments _______ _ 

Nebraska (48): 
Total (dollars) _____________ _ 
Number of payments ______ _ _ 

Nevada (88): Total (dollars) _____ ____ ____ _ 
Number of payments _______ _ 

8,498, 676 
1,400 

6, 065,869 
991 

7, 897, 367 
l, 305 

18, 969 
3 

82, 436 
14 

669, 730 
112 

6, 072,886 
998 

158, 755 
26 

4, 938, 531 
813 

5, 178,036 
871 

3, 159, 026 
532 

4,982,634 
839 

27, 144, 739 
4, 520 

808, 808 
135 

3,910, m 

6, 877, 640 
798 

5,372, 726 
618 

9, 884, 150 
808 

8, 534,~~~ 

12, 767, 481 
669 

12, 326, 094 
630 

15, 213, 551 
456 

16, 574, 425 
484 

8, 809, 959 
136 

14, 178, 357 
207 

3,p27, 1~~ 

18, 746, 262 
lll 

619, 489 ------ ----- -----
l ------------- -- -

3, 552, 019 
5 

8, 259, 579 
3 

4, 714, ~~ 5, 338, m 4, 198, ~~~ 2, 039, 521 615, 6fg 280, 42~ ::::: : : ::::::::::::~::::::::: : :: 

8, 662 -- --- ---- -- ----- ------- -- -- -------- ---- --- - ----- ---------- -- ------- ---- --- -- ------ ------------- --- ---- --- -- -----
1 - -- · ------- ----- - - -- - ---- - --- -- - --- - - - - - - -- -- - - - -- - -- -- -- -· --- · -- --- - - --~ --- - - - - -------------- ------ - - - - - -- - - -- -

26, 945 ---- ------------
3 --- -------------

513, 670 
59 

4, 248, 031 
490 

100, 6~~ 

2, 968,673 
348 

2, 199,r>sA 

1, 423, 664 
166 

1, 773,284 
208 

13, 359, 820 
1, 562 

295, 7~~ 

3, 092,455 
358 

603, 770 
50 

5,674,m 

21, 795 
2 

3, 100, 186 
256 

1,393,m 

1,034, 7~ 

1, 239, 436 
105 

12,039,993 
1,013 

285, 832 
24 

5, 254, 164 
429 

19, 959 --- --------- --- ---- ----- --- -- -- -- --- --- --- --- ---------------- ---------- ---- --- --
1 - - - -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- ---- ---- -- -- -- -- --- - -- -------------- -- - --- ---- - ----- --- - -

718, 380 
36· 

5, 863, 09U 
314 

30, 951 
2 

850, 91~ 

700, 7~~ 

346, 321 
18 

1,221.m 

186, 449 
10 

6, 780, 899 
356 

l, 047, 334 
29 

3, 697, 007 
113 

71,29~ 

1, 395, 099 
43 

384,676 
12 

3, 270, 376 
100 

739, 263 
11 

1, 269, 826 
7 

610, 923 
l 

l, 275, 687 
1 

1, 100, 6r~ : :: : : : : :: : : : : :: :: : : :::::: :: :: :: :: :::::::::: :: :: : 

54, 795 
1 

3, 012, 514 
5 

1, 353, 770 
1 

371, 106 - -------- -- -- -- ---------• ---- ---- ---- -------• ---
6 ---------------------- -- ----- -- -- ----- --- -- - - -- -

79, 153 --- ---- ---------- -- ~- ---- -- -- ---- -- -- -------- ---
1 - -- -- ---- -- -- -- -• - -- ------ -- -- -- - -- - - -- -- --- - ---

114, 93~ : :: : : :: : : : : : : : : : : :: ::: : : ::: :: :: : : : : :: : : :: :: : : : : : 

88,499 
1 

107, 136 --------------------------------
1 -- - - - - - -- ---- -- -- - - -- --- - - - - - - - -

534, 598 ------------- -------- ------ ------ --- --- -- -------
9 - -- -- --- --- -- ---- ---- ------------------ -- -------

84, 644 - ------ -------------------------------- -- -- ----- --- -- -----------
3 - - -- - -• -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- - -~ - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- --- - --- -- -- -- -- -- -

7, 042, 148 
211 l, 540, srn :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

21, 801 ------------- -- --------------- --
4 -- - - - - - - - -- -- -- - - - - - - - - - -- - - ---- 38, 83~ : : : : : : : : : : : : : :: :: : : :::: :: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : :: : : :: : : :::: :: ~= :::::: :: :: :: :: :: : ::: :: : :: 

102, 140 
17 

91, 865 
11 

59, 831 
5 

16, 543 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- -- - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -
1 -- --- - - -- - - - - -- -- ---------- ----------- - -- -- -- -- -- - ----------- -------- - -------- --

12, 534 --- --- ----- -- -- ---- -- -------- -- -- ---- -- ----- -- ----- ----- ----- --- --- ---- ---- -- -- ------ -- ------- --- ----- ------------- -- ---- ---- ---
2 ------ - -- ----- -- - -- -- - --- - -- -- - --- -- - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- - -- - ---- -- ---- --------- ------- - ----- ---------- ---- ---- ---- -------

1, 784, 385 673, 842 404, 446 233, 308 67, 863 ------------------------------------------------------------- ---
300 79 34 13 2 -------------------------- --- ------ -- ---------------------------

4, 094, 426 
687 

6, 643, 039 
1, 086 

8, 027, 294 
1, 333 

12, 430, 928 
2,048 

11, 966, 409 
2,008 

152, 086 
26 

1, 898, 869 
223 

5, 642, 766 
655 

4,476,~~~ 

7, 702, 245 
896 

4, 682, 724 
551 

92, 905 
11 

l, 621, 470 
. 136 

9,212, 577 
753 

4,994.m 

6, 589, 221 
551 

3, 262, 707 
275 

In,364 
13 

625, 880 
36 

15, 218, 200 
781 

3, 572, 324 
191 

3, 929, 802 
217 

1, 817, 613 
97 

91, 364 
5 

150, 89~ : : : : : :: :: : : :: :: :::: :: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : :: : : :: : : ::: : : : :: : : : : : : : 

25, 499, 838 
742 

2,295,406 
70 

l, 266, 896 
41 

18, 868, 337 
286 

896,483 
14 

115, 141 
2 

10,869,403 
83 

653, 252 ---------- -- ----
1 - --- - -----------

103, 271 --------------------------------
1 -- - ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- - -- -- --

166, 336 
1 553, 35~ :::::::::::::::: 

739, 913 ------- -- -- -- ------ -- -- -- -------------- -- -- -- ---- -- ------ ------ -
23 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -

186, 17~ : : ::::::: :::::: : 105, 271 --------------------------------
1 --------------------------------
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PAYMENTS BY SIZE GROUP, ASCS AND GREAT PLAINS-Continued 

1967 FARMERS' PAYMENTS BY SIZE GROUP, $5,000 AND OVER-Continued 

State name and code $5,000 to 
$7,499 

$7,500 to 
$9,999 

$10,000 to 
$14,999 

$15,000 to 
$24,999 

$25,000 to 
$49,999 

$50,000 to 
$99,999 

$100,000 to 
$499,999 

$500,000 to 
$999,999 

$1,000,000 
and over 

New Hampshire (12): 
Total (dollars) _____ -- -- -- __ -- ---_ --_ --- ------ --- --------- --------- ----- ----------- ----------------- ---------- -------- ------ ----- --------------- ------ -- -- -- -- ----- ----------Number of payments _________________ __ _________________________ _____________ __________________ ___ ___________ ____ ________ __ __ _____________ ______________ . ___________________ _ 

New Jersey (22): Total (dollars) _____________ _ 
Number of payments ___ ____ _ 

New Mexico (85): 
Total (dollars) _____________ _ 
Number of payments ____ ----

New York (21): 
Total (dollars>--------------
Number of payments ____ ----

North Carolina (55): 
Total (dollars) __________ __ _ _ 
Number of payments _______ _ 

North Dakota (46): 
Total (dollars) ____ ----------
Number of payments _______ _ 

Ohio(31): 
Total (dollars) _____________ _ 
Number of payments _____ __ _ 

Oklahoma (73): 
Total (dollars) ___________ __ _ 
Number of payments _______ _ 

Oregon (92): 
Total (dollars) ____________ _ _ 
Number of payments ______ _ _ 

Pennsylvania (23): 
Total (dollars) _____________ _ 
Number of payments _______ _ 

Puerto Rico (70): 
Total (dollars) _____________ _ 
Number of payments _______ _ 

Rhode Island (15): 

138, 063 
23 

4, 268, 207 
701 

348,366 
57 

2, 536, 153 
418 

16, 313, 100 
2, 731 

2, 204, 005 
372 

15, 095, 671 
2, 513 

2, 668, 433 
442 

222, 075 
38 

663, 066 
109 

50, 126 
6 

3, 357, ~~l 

162, 508 
19 

1,575,m 

6, 363, 762 
746 

782,328 
91 

7, 667, 762 
894 

2, 193,405 
253 

134, 184 
16 

637,648 
73 

53, 511 ------------- ---- ---- -- -- ------------ ---- --------------------- ----- ----· - -- ---- ------ ------ -----
4 - - -- --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - --- - -- --- -- --- -- - -- --- -- -- ---- - --- -- -- -- -- - -- --- - -- -- -- -- -- - - --- --

4, 522,~~~ 

76,042 
7 

2,025,m 

4, 542, 805 
384 

490,2~ 

6, 686, 572 
564 

2, 375, 351 
198 

166, 668 
14 

758, 787 
61 

4, 226, 870 2, 936, 499 683, 185 237, 593 --------------------------------
227 89 10 2 --------------------------------

53, 543 - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- - --- -- -- - ---- - -- --- - --- - -- -- ---- - -- -- -- - --- -- - --- -- -- ---- ---
3 - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- - --- - ---- -- ---- -- - -- -- --- -- - --- - -- -- -- --- -- - --- -- -- -- --- - --

1, 712, 639 
94 

377, 195 
21 

3, 557, 676 
197 

1, 934,ltJ 
76, 806 

4 

1, 715, l~~ 

1, 288, 9:~ 

605, 070 
19 

66, 35~ 

·1, 655, 517 
53 

1, 300, 127 
41 

368, 879 
6 

121, 737 ---------- ----- ----- --- ------------------ -------
2 ------------------ - -- ---------------------------

65, 710 --- --- ------- -------- -------- ---------------- - --
1 ------------------------------------- -- -- -------

186, 15~ = = = = = = == == == = == == == = = == = = ===== =·== = = == = == = = = == ~ = = 
28, 710 ---------- --- ---- ------ ------ ----- --- --------- --- -- ------ -- -----

1 -- --------- - ----- ------ -- - -- - ---------- -- - ---- --- -- - -- -- - -- -- - --

710, 900 
10 

1, 512, 84~ ================================ 

Total (dollars) ___ - __ -- -- ------------ -- ------- -- -- ------ -- -- ---- -- -- -------- -------------- ------ -------------------- ------ --- --- ---------------- ---------- ---- ---------- ---- -
Sout~~~~~f n~f <~~~ents. -- - --• -- -- • • -• -• -• -- -• -- • • -• -• -• -- --- • ------ -• -• -- -----• ----- ----- • --- -• • -• -------- --- ---------- ----- ------ -------------------------- -- ----------• - ----

Total (dollars)______________ 4, 377, 396 3, 168, 004 4, 591, 511 4, 957, 228 4, 196, 464 1, 624, 733 296, 327 --------------------------------
Number of payments________ 723 367 379 263 129 26 2 -------------------------------

South Dakota (47): 
Total (dollars)______________ 5, 861, 725 2, 562, 054 2, 064, 335 861, 296 352, 007 54, 432 ------------------------------------------------
Number of payments________ 986 301 175 46 11 1 ------------------------------------------------

Tennessee (63): 
Total (dollars>---------- ----Number of payments _______ _ 

Texas (74): Total (dollars) _____________ _ 
Number of payments ______ _ _ 

4, 675, 223 
773 

51, 954 255 
8,492 

3,044,954 
353 

41, 984,504 
4,844 

3, 448, 331 
285 

59, 164, 777 
4, 861 

Utah (87): 
Total (dollars) •••• ---------- 972, 523 464, 342 379, 404 
Number of payments______ __ 162 5 ----------------

3, 203, 187 
174 

67, 084, 729 
3,546 

418, 22~ 

2, 147, 453 
63 

46, 845, 437 
1, 431 

568, 721 
9 

17, 968, 450 
278 

105, 309 ------- --- ---- ----- -- ------ -----
1 - ---- -- ---- - --- ------ ----- -- -- --

7, 832, 314 -------------- ----- -------------
53 --------------------------------

207, 679 -------------------------------------- --- ------------ -----------
6 - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -_ _._ 

Vermont (13): , 

vih;~1~~1~~f~~~f iiis-_-_-~ ~= = = = 6, o2r = = = == = = = = = ===== = === === = = === = = = = == = = = = = = == == = ~== == == == == == === = === == = == == = = = = = = ==== == = = = = = = = = == = = == ==== == == = = = = === = == = = == = = = = === = = 

~~t~lb~~o~~a~~~iiieiits _____ : ~= = === = = = == = = == = = = = = == = = = = == =============== == == == = = = == == = = == == == ==== = = == = === = = == == == = ======= === = === = = = = = = = = = = = = == = = = == = = = = = == = == = = == = = = = == = = = =~ == = = Virginia (53): Total (dollars) _____________ _ 
Number of payments _______ _ 

Washington (91) : 
Total (dollars) _____________ _ 
Number of payments ______ _ _ 

West Virginia (54): 
Total (dollars).-------------
Number of payments _______ _ 

Wisconsin (36): Total (dollars) _____________ _ 
Number of payments _______ _ 

320, 522 
54 

7, 949, 452 
1, 302 

170, 5J8 

5,845,m 

96,068 
8 

7, 667, 848 
639 

71, 330 
4 

5, 977, 142 
323 

62, 486 --- ---- -- -------- ---- ---- ------- --- ----- -- -- --- -- ------------ ---
2 - -- ---- --- - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - __ ._ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

660,831 
10 

289, 126 --------------------------------
2 --------------------------------

12, 750 ------------- --------------------- ------------------------------------- ---- ---------------------------- -- --- ----- ---------------
2 - -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- - --- - -- -- -- -- - --- -- -- -- - -- -- -- -- ---- -- --- --- - - --- --- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- --.- --- -- -- --- - --- -- -- --- -- -- --- - -- --- - - --- - -

692, 707 
117 

373, 856 
44 

274, 503 
24 

128, 272 
7 

66, 176 --------- ---------------- ---- ---- -------- -- ---- ------ -- ---------
2 - -- -- --- -- -- -- -- --- - -- -- --- --- -- - -- -- -- -- -- - --- -- - --- -- -- -- - -- --

Wyoming (83): 
Total (dollars). ______ •••• ___ 1, 352, 012 688, 892 483, 452 395, 239 233, 626 • -- •• ---------- ------ •• -- • ___ -•• --------- -- -- ---- ----. ----- ____ _ 
Number of payments ••• _________ 2_24 _____ 8_o _____ 4_1 _____ 2_2 _____ 1 ______ -_-_--_-_--_--_-_--_-_--_-_--_--_-_--_-_--_-_--_--_-_--_-_--_-_--_--_-_--_-_--_-_--_--_-_--_-_--_-_ 

United States: 
Total (dollars>.------- 254, 763, 929 
Number of payments_. 42, 146 

158, 707, 413 
18,426 

188, 423, 272 
15, 585 

188, 687, 210 
9,984 

162, 744, 944 
4,880 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I can 
only conclude from the visible results 
that our agricultural subsidy program is 
a failure. Commenting upon our agricul
ture program, the citizens board of 
inquiry into hunger and malnutrition 
stated just this spring: 

These controls and price support programs 
have not even a.ttalned their stated goals. 
Prices have not changed significantly so that 
the small farmer could secure an adequate 
income. Surpluses have not vanished, smallel" 
acreage has only Invited attempts at 1n· 
creased yield through technological ad
vances-available only to those farmers with 
greater capital resources. 

This is indeed a sad indictment of the 
1965 Agriculture Act, the very same pro
gram we are now being asked to extend. 
Not even the farmers themselves favor 

this extension. A recent Farm Journal 
poll shows that 63 percent of the farmers 
favor an end to the costly and obsolete 
farm program. The Maryland Farm Bu
reau has recently written me stating: 

Instead of continuing down the dead-end 
road of Government supply-management
with acreage limitations, stockpiles to depress 
market prices, prlce-:flxlng, and subsldles
farmers need a broad-based program to ex
pand markets, increase prices, cut costs, and 
thus provide the basis for increased net 
farm income. 

There is reason to believe that we have 
reached a point in time when our present 
farm policy can appropriately be recon
sidered. This point was forcefully brought 
home by Harold B. Meyers in Fortune 
magazine. In part he said: 

85, 023, 069 
1, 291 

64,914, 262 
388 

9, 556, 372 
15 

10,889,03~ 

With the huge grain surpluses gone, now, 
if ever, 1s the time for a fresh look at U.S. 
agricultural pollcy. For many years the be
setting problem of pollcy has been to deal 
With price-depressing overproduction, or the 
threat of it. Now at last a long-awaited op
portunity is Sit hand-the opportunity to 
alter or abandon Government programs that 
have imposed complex restrictions on farmers 
and heavy costs on taxpayers. 

Instead of extending our present pro
gram, we should dismantle many of our 
present programs with deliberate speed, 
ending government imposed restraints on 
production and eliminating the income
supplement payments that induced the 
farmers to accept the restraints. Farm
ers would then be free to make their own 
decisions regarding what and how much 
to grow. They would dispose of their out
put in the marketplace, and get their 



22380 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENA TE July 19, 1968 

just reward for it. American consumers 
would have ample supplies of food, and 
the prospects for easing world hunger 
would be greatly improved. Abundance, 
in short, need no longer be considered a 
burden. Surely world food demands are 
large enough that all farmers, large and 
small, would find a market for their 
crops, if we had sensible governmental 
management and programs. 

At the very least, we should avoid hasty 
action on the proposal before us this 
afternoon. If ever the circumstances 
were favorable to changing our farm pro
gram, it is now. The present act has a 
year to run. Our surpluses are down. We 
should take advantage of this golden 
opportunity to save and change. During 
the coming months, we should carefully 
study the situation and develop a totally 
new approach aimed at effectively insur
ing the farmer his fair share of our 
abundance. Next year, we could ade
quately consider all proposals with suffi
cient time available to do a thorough job. 
But, Mr. President, if we must extend 
this program, let us at least place one all 
too small limitation upon it. Why, then, 
I ask, should the taxpayers give a man 
more than $25,000 a year? This is not 
helping the small family farmer. This 
unduly and unjustly further enriches 
the already rich. This Congress has al
ready raised taxes. This Congress has al
ready cut some vital and needed pro
grams. This Congress should effect this 
one very small economy and saving. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, w111 the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. I want to commend 

the Senator from Maryland · for a very 
effective and constructive presentation 
of a problem confronting the people of 
the United States that ought to be 
solved. I wish to ask a question or two of 
the Senator. 

Did I understand the Senator to say 
that when this support program was 
established, the purpose was to help 
the small farmer of the United States, 
primarily? 

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator is en
tirely ·Correct. We began our present 
farm program in the 1930's to protect 
the small family farmer who was being 
driven from his land by the depression. 
We wanted to help him. In the 1930's 
this program, at far, far less cost than 
we now have, did protect the small fam
ily farmel\ Today, in my judgment, it is 
having a contrary effect. The small fam
ily farmer does not . really benefit from 
subsidy payments. Rather than that, the 
small farmer, .in ever-increasing num
_bers, is being driven from the land to the 
big cities, which are already over
crowded, and the big and rich get bigger 
and richer, and they are the ones who 
truly benefit the most from this program. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. In other words, the 
very opposite from what was intended 
when the program was adopted has been 
achieved? It was intended to help the 
poor farmer. It now helps principally 
the rich. 

Will the Senator inform us how many 
supposed farmers are receiving more 
than $1 million under this program? I 
understood the Senator to say there are 
10 or 11 receiving subsidies of more than 
$1 million a year. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, if the Senator will yield, I will 
inform him that there are five. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Five. How many are 
receiving more than $500,000? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I believe there are 
11 receiving over half a million dollars 
a year. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Now my question is, 
What is the urgency of helping those 
people by subsidies to be given from 
money of the taxpayers, in gifts of $1 
million a year to five recipients and 
$500,000 a year to 11 recipients? Why? 
Whom does it serve? What good is there 
in that? 

Mr. BREWSTER. There is absolutely 
no urgency. When the present program 
still has a full year to run, and if it does 
not accomplish what it originally set out 
tO do, it seems to me that the proper 
thing at this time, when we do not have 
massive surpluses, when we need food, 
is to completely reevaluate and reassess 
the entire participation by the Federal 
Government in our farm economy. There 
is no urgency now. In fact, if there ever 
was a time to take another look, we have 
reached that point. 

Mr. LAUSCHE .. The Senator stated 
that the viciousness of what is happen
ing is that with the huge bounties that 
some are receiving, the ability of the 
small farmer to .survive grows weaker. 
I thin),{ the. Senator pointed out that the 
man who gets $1 million buys bigger 
tractors and more efficient machinery 
and more fertilizer to produce more crops 
per acre, enabling him to take more 
acres out of production and still pro
duce the same quantity or more of the 
products than he had in the past. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator is en
tirely correct. The fact of the matter is 
that the number of farms in America 
decreases every year. The number of 
farmers in America decreases every 
year. The size of individual farms grows 
every year. The result is that the people 
are being forced off the farm. The little, 
the poor, the needy leave the farms, and 
go to the cities. What would be best for 
America would be to reverse the trend 
and take the poor and the needy out of 
the cities and put them back on the land. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I concur completely in 
what the Senator from Maryland has 
said. I want to repeat my gratitude for 
his very excellent presentation of a cause 
that the taxpayers and the 'people of the 
United states ought to be made conscious 
of. They ought to come to the capital in 
numbers greater than the poor to stop 
this waste of the taxpayers' money. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 

President, I concur completely in what 
the Senator from Ohio has said. Some
thing must be done to restrict these sub
sidy payment to the . corporate-type 
farmer or absentee farmers. Many of 
these farms are corporate-type opera
tions, as the .Senator has said. I do not 
see how we can passibly justify a con
tinuation of this program under which 
we pay some operations over $1 million 
not to cultivate the land. 

I call attention to the fact that the 
Arkansas · State Penitentiary received 
$177,700 ,last year under this program. 
The Louisiana State Penitentiary was 
paid $89,697 not to cultivate its farm. 

The State of Montana as a State re
ceived $553,388 not to cultivate it.s farm
land. 

Similar payments were made to other 
large corporate operations. One payment 
of over half a million dollars was made 
last year to a farm operation owned en
tirely by British interests. Why should 
we pay a British-owned corpor01tion over 
half a million dollars a year not to cul
tivate a farm in the United States of 
America? It does not make sense. 

The small farmer cannot afford to 
participate in this program to the same 
advantage. He has an investment in a 
tractor, combine, planters, plows, and so 
forth. If he puts a portion of his land 
in the soil bank he loses his efficiency; 
he cannot operate efficiently. It is only 
the large, corporate type of farm or one 
that is owned by absentee ownership 
that can do so. They are the largest 
beneficiaries under this program. 

Mr. President, I offered this amend
ment along with the Senator from Mary
land to provide a limitation of payments 
for any commodity under this bill. It did 
not cover sugar payments. I agreed that 
that limitation on those payments could 
more appropriately be offered to the 
Sugar Act. 

The Senator from Florida asked 
whether the language was clear enough. 
I consulted with legislative counsel. They 
thought it was clear; however, if there is 
any question about it I think adding the 
language, "The foregoing shall not apply 
to payments under the Sugar Act of 1948 
or any other law," would clear up any 
misunderstanding. If it is acceptable to 
modify the language to make the inten
tion clear I ask unanimous consent that 
I may so modify my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. This is general legisla.

tion. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 

right. 
Mr. STENNIS. The Senator's amend

ment is a general amendment. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes. 
Mr. STENNIS. Why not apply it to 

sugar? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I see no 

objection to it. That amendment could 
come later as an amendment to the 
Sugar Act. Frankly, I thought we would 
have more support than if it were offered 
to this bill. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is a frank answer. 
Is the Senator going to offer it? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The first 
amendment that was proposed by the 
Senator from Maryland and myself did 
cover all payments, including sugar. But 
frankly, the point was raised that if we 
limited it to only those commodities cov
ered by this pending bill we might pick 
up more support for its enactment. 

I agree completely with the Senator 
from Mississippi that it should be equally 
applicable across the board, and if we can 
take this step the next amendment of
fered would be to cover the Sugar Act. 

Mr. STENNIS. Wil'l the Senator yield 
further? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. The Senator has been 
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so frank about it. I ask him, what about 
leaving out cotton? He would leave out 
sugar. Why not leave out cotton as well? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I will accept the proposal of 
the Senator from Mississippi if he will 
leave cotton out of the pending bill. 

Mr. STENNIS. That, of course, is the 
basic question we are arguing about. . 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The point 
is that cotton is under this bill', and 
therefore cotton payments are covered. 
I agree with the Senator from Mississippi 
that there should be equal treatment 
on all of them, but since we are dealing 
with these basic commodities specifically 
I agreed that it might be well to con
fine the amendment to just those com
modities dealt with in the bill. 

Mr. ALLOTI'. Mr. President <Mr. 
SPONG in the chair> , will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield 
to the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I ask the distinguished 
Senator from Delaware whether his 
amendment would also cover wool incen
tive payments. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It would. 
Mr. ALLOTI'. May I inquire of the dis

tinguished Senator, in view of the fact 
that the wool industry in the United 
Staites is probably in the worst conc11t1on 
it has ever been, and is beset by competi
tion from artificial fibers and by com
petition from cheap production abroad, 
where wages are extremely low in com
parison with ours, why he would take 
this step to try to force out of competi
tion and out of economic existence a man 
who produces wool, and whose particular 
operation happens to bring him an in
centive payment of more than $25,000? 

In my own State, the situation which 
I have mentioned exists. Competition 
from artificial fibers and from foreign 
wool, has brought our entire wool indus
try to the lowest ebb in its history. In 
fact, it well may be almost beyond the 
point of recovery. 

I ask the Senator why, under those 
circumstances, he includes wool. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I think 
the Senator from Colorado has answered 
his own question. This wool program has 
been in effect for many years, and the 
Senator just admitted, and he is correct, 
that the wool producers are in worse 
shape today than they were before the 
program started. It has not worked. 

I recall several years ago when the 
question arose in connection with the ex
tension of the 90-percent support prices 
on cotton and wool and the level to which 
those commodities should be supported. 
One of the manufacturers of these so
called synthetic fabrics asked me, "What 
chance do you think you have got of lim
iting these payments on wool and cot
ton?". 

I asked him, "Why are you interested?" 
He said, "If the Government is going 

to hold the price supports at those high 
levels we can afford to build an extra 
plant or two and still sell cheaply 
enough to take over further the markets 
for cotton and wool." 

Synthetic fibers have largely taken 
over the markets. I do not think we will, 
in the long run, help the producers by 
holding these prices at an artificially high 
level and by continuing to subsidize and 

supp<>rt a high-cost producer, whether 
the product be wheat, corn, cotton, or 
whatever. 

Mr. ALLOTT. The Senator may sub
scribe to the theory that we should let 
low wages in foreign countries decimalte 
our own industries. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Not at 
all. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I do not subscribe to 
thait, if I may say so. I do not think the 
wool industry would be in even as good 
a situation a,s it is today if it had not 
been for the incentive payments. 

Does the Senator from Delaware have 
any figures on how many people in the 
wool industry are paid more than 
$25,000? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No; I 
do not have such a breakdown. But I 
wish to say to the Sena.tor from Colorado 
that I am not suggesting we turn the 
American farmer or wool producer loose 
without a program. We do have other 
methods under our law where we can 
take care of the difference in the cost, 
taking into consideration the high do
mestic labor costs. 

This amendment does not aff eot the 
support price on any of these com
modities. 

Mr. ALLOTI'. Let me say this to the 
Senator, on that paint: The wool people, 
the lamb people, and the sheep people 
have been up the hill and down again 50 
times with the tariff people, and have not 
received any protection or any help. This 
is one way I think we can help them. 

I understand the Senator's motives. I 
do not think he is just trying to build up 
the synthetic fiber industry of his own 
State. I am sure he would not do such 
a thing. But I am also from a State 
which has been one of the great live
stock producers of this country. I frankly 
do not know, and I checked with the 
staff a few moments ago and they have 
no figures on the amounts over $25,000 
that have been paid to wool producers. 
Without that inform01tion available, I 
simply could not support the Senator's 
proposal. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Perhaps 
the Senat.or misunderstood what I said 
about the producers of synthetic fibers. 
The producers of synthetic fibers in this 
country would be far better off if my 
pending amendment were rejected, be
cause to the extent that we have these 
high supports for producers of natural 
fibers we are, in effect, holding an um
brella not only over the producers of 
cotton and wool but over the producers 
of synthetic fibers as well. 

I do not suggest we turn the Amer
ican farmer loose. I am not suggesting 
that. But I raise the question, Can we 
afford continuously to make these large 
payments to these larger operations? 

We have a Small Business Adminis
tration designed to provide incentives 
for the small manufacturer but we have 
no such incentive for the small farmer. 
Quite the contrary, the farm program as 
set up today is of greater financial ben
efit to the large producer, as I think the 
Senator from Colorado will agree, be
cause the small producer, who 1s operat
ing a one-man farm, must fully utilize 
his tractors, combines, pickers, et cetera. 
It costs a minimum of $35,000 or $40,000 
for a farmer to get started in a one-

man operation. If he lets one-fourth of 
his land lie idle he is not using that 
equipment efficiently, and his cost of 
production rises. 

The fell ow with several thousand acres 
can drop a part of his acres out of pro
duction, put a tractor in the barn, lay 
off a couple of employees, and it is pretty 
well all profit to him; or, if he is an ab
sentee owner he can put all his land in 
the soil bank. 

Those are the type operations, the 
corporation and the absentee ownership, 
which I think we have got to st.op sub
sidizing in this country if we are to do 
anything to protect the individual op
erator and the small farmer. 

Mr. ALLOTI'. Mr. President, I may say 
to the Senator before he gets too far on 
the subject, that I cannot agree with his 
analysis of the economics of the situa
tion. Without these particular incentive 
payments with respect to wool the in
dustry would probably have been forced 
to its knees. We would then be in the un
fortunate position of depending entirely 
on· the foreign countries. These people 
have been almost forced out of business 
even with the assistance they have re
ceived. 

Last spring, I believe, the Senator had 
considerable figures on the incentive 
payments on wheat. I am not unsympa
thetic, frankly, with the ultimate pur
pase the Senator has in mind. To the 
extent that these incentive payments 
have helped to finance and make ex
tremely profitable the huge corporations, 
I am sympathetic with the Senator. 

In my area of the country, however
and this is true with respect perhaps to 
California and, to some extent, it is true 
with respect to Iowa, Kansas, · Texas, 
Oklahoma, New Mexico, Arizona, Mon
tana, North Dakota, South Dakota, and 
Wyoming-very large amounts of land 
have to be farmed in order to make 
farming a feasible operation . . 

The Senator said a moment ago that 
it costs $35,000 to $40,000-and he is put
ting the figure low-for a man to go into 
a single-family farming operation. 

The truth of the matter is that what 
has killed off our small family farmers 
as much as anything is the constant Pol
icy of inflation that our country has pur
sued in the last few years. 

One used to be able to pay $1,500 to 
$1,700 for a tract.or. However, one can 
go and look at a tractor comparable in 
size and weight--and of course they are 
much improved 10 years later-and find 
that he now has to pay $7 ,000 or $7 ,500 
for the same tractor. It is not hard to fig
ure what has happened to our farmer. 

In our country, we have to farm very 
large acreages in order to make it an 
economical farming operation in the 
production of wheat even for a single 
family unit. 

In this case, frankly I do not think 
that $25,000 is an unusual or an exces
sive amount. As I recall the figures of last 
spring, we have several farm groups, not 
over perhaps half a dozen or a dozen, 
in Colorado that draw well in excess of 
$100,000. What would the Senator think 
about changing his figure to $50,000? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I think 
the $25,000 figure is reasonable. Of 
course, a $50,000 limitation would be bet
ter than nothing at all. 
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I would like to say to the Senator from 
Colorado that his State had one oper
ation that was drawing $280,429 based on 
the report last year. 

There are several smaller ones. I do 
not have the figures for the ones be
tween $50,000 and $100,000, but there 
would be more of them. Nevertheless, I 
think the $25,000 figure as a limit is rea
sonable. 

I point out to the Senator from Colo
rado that he had 10 farmers in his State 
that were drawing between $50,000 and 
$100,000. 

Mr. ALLOT!'. That is about the area 
of my recollection from the figures which 
were presented earlier this spring. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 
correct. The Senator mentioned the fact 
that he has not experienced a sympa
thetic consideration for the wool growers 
from the Tariff Commission. I appreci
ate and understand the problem. 

Members of the Tariff Commission 
argue before our committee that when 
they consider the need for relief for 
these commodities they take into consid
eration the incentive payments that the 
Senator is speaking about, the incentive 
payments which the farmers are receiv
ing. 

They then proceed on the premise that 
our farmers do not need the relief be
cause they are getting the subsidy pay
ments. 

If the amendment is agreed to, perhaps 
we need an examination of the tariffs 
and other areas. However, I feel that at 
some point, somewhere we have to stop 
these large payments. 

I shall be very frank. The pending 
amendment would give a definite cash 
advantage to these smaller producers in 
that they would be subsidized to a larger 
extent than would the large operations. 
When one speaks of the large operations, 
as the size increases the amount · of the 
subsidy becomes proportionately smaller, 
because the $25,000 would be more of a 
reduction for the operator who is now 
getting $250,000 than it would be for the 
man who was only getting only $30,000. 

A decided advantage is being placed 
with the smaller farming operation, and 
that is the basis of the farm program, 
that we help the bona fide farmer. 

To be frank, , I question the wisdom of 
these payments to the absentee owner. 
Why should we subsidize absentee own
ership by a . man living in the city? 
There is nothing wrong with anyone own
ing a farm. However, why should we sub
sidize the doctor, lawyer, or any other 
type of professional man who is in com
petition with the bona fide farmer who 
is trying to produce crops and support 
his family and send his children to col
lege? 

I think such a man needs an advan
tage and should have all of that advan
tage if we are going to have a program 
subsidized by the taxpayers. 

Mr. ALLO'IT. If the Senator would 
leave out wool and raise the amount to 
$50,000, I would be ready to support him. 
I cannot agree with his analysis of the 
economics of the wool situation. So, 
there is no particular Point in hashing 
that all over again. 

I think that even in a family sized 
operation, as it is in my area of the 

country-including all of the Great 
Plains area in the West and the Moun
tain States, including the State of the 
distinguished majority leader-that the 
$25,000 would not cover what I would 
consider to be reasonable and proper for 
a family sized farm. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I ap
preciate and understand the position of 
the Senator. If this amendment is re
jected we could consider the other sug
gestion. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, having 

served on the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry for several years, and hav
ing heard this problem discussed again 
and again, and having also voted on the 
matter every year because of the amend
ments of the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware, I would like to discuss for a 
few minutes the rationale of the pro
gram. 

I know that a vote against this type 
of amendment is not a very popular posi
tion, because it might be said that one 
is voting to make these larger sums avail
able to individuals. 

I think the Senator will agree that the 
purpose of these farm programs is to 
assure controlled production. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 
the purpose, but it has not achieved that 
objective. I think the Senator from Ken
tucky will admit that with all of the, 
not millions, but billions of dollars that 
we paid out last year under the farm 
program, we are confronted with a stag
gering surplus as a result of the carry
over of the various basic commodities 
this year. At the same time, the price 
of many of these commodities-com, 
feedgrains, and wheat-are at a 20- to 
25-year low because the farm program 
has not worked. 

Mr. COOPER. Of course it has not 
worked perfectly. Yet, we have to think 
of the alternatives. 

The Senator will recognize and re
member that over a period of 10 or 15 
years, control program after control pro
g.ram has been tried-under the admin .. 
istration of President Eisenhower, with 
Mr. Benson, and now the latest program, 
which was inaugurat~d by Secretary 
Freeman in the Kennedy administration. 

The old programs called for acreage 
allotments with support prices, and then 
if the product did not bring the support 
price, the Government would purchMe 
the product and store the surplus ac
cumulated; storage costs were large and 
there were often heavy losses in dispos
ing of the surplus stocks. More recently, 
the Government would pay the producer 
the difference between the support price 
and the market price, and the cost would 
come out of the operations of the Com
modity Credit Corporation. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. COOPER. So each year there were 
losses to the Government of a billion 
or a billion and a half dollars. The farm
er, though, would get up to the support 
price, a percentage of so-called parity. 

This program, however, is a combina
tion of support prices and payments to 
withdraw land from production. To at-

tempt to make it work, it was thought 
that all producers would have to be 
brought into it-large and small-or else 
there was no possibility of it working. 
That meant the large producers had to 
come in as well as the small producers. 

The Senator said the program did not 
help the small farmer. If it helps prices, 
it helps the small farmer, just as it helps 
the large farmer. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. To the 
extent there is a support price in agri
culture, it helps the small farmer just 
as much as the large farmer. But to the 
extent we are dealing with these subsidy 
payments, they do not help the small 
farmer as much as they do the large 
farmer, because the small farmer, who 
has a one-family operation and $40,000 
or $50,000 of equipment-and that is a 
low estimate-cannot aft'ord to idle one
f ourth of his acreage. If he does he loses 
his efficiency in operating his equipment. 
But a man who has three times that 
acreage and perhaps two or three times 
as much equipment can discharge his 
labor, put his oldest equipment in the 
barn, and to that extent the payments 
for diversion represent a larger percent
age of profit. Those are the facts of life. 

By the same token, a man who owns 
1,000 or 2,000 acres of farmland and 
wants to retire can sell his equipment, 
put it all under the soil bank, and to 
that extent it represents a still larger 
percentage of profit. We cannot get away 
from those economics. 

Mr. COOPER. The Senator from 
Delaware does not add.ress himself to 
the real problem. That is the problem of 
whether you have control, and an at
tempt to limit production and thereby 
assure a reasonably fair price, or whether 
you turn production loose. If you turn it 
all loose, without any controls, we could 
find ourselves in the same shape we 
found ourselves after World War I, 
when the prices were driven down so dis
astrously low. Many people believe that 
led to the depression. 

The Senator cannot argue that with 
some of the farmers left out of the con
trol provisions and some left in, that 
there would still be an effective control 
system. I must say that the Senator is 
really arguing against the farm produc
tion control program. That is the part of 
the farm program which makes the price 
support workable. 

Here is what I believe should be done. 
I wonder if the Senator has ever sug
gested this; I must say that I have not. 
I wonder if it has been considered in 
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry. 

Suppose the Department of Agricul
ture should make a study, take every 
payment from $75,000 up and determine 
how many acres had been taken out of 
production by reason of those payments. 
It could do the same for payments of 
$50,000 and up, and payments of $25,000 
and up. Having done that, it could be 
determined what percentage of produc
tion had been taken out for cotton, for 
corn, for wheat, for rice, for any basic 
commodity. Then I believe a reasonable 
determination could . be made as to 
whether payments could. be cut off at, 
say, $75,000, $50,000, or $25,000, without 
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destroying the production control pro
gram. 

Would the Senator agre_e that there 
is some sense to that proposal? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I was a 
member of the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry several years ago, and 
I tried to get the committee to consider 
this matter then. 

Mr. COOPER. Before we get away 
from this point, does the Senator agree 
that that would be a rational way to find 
out the effect of placing such limitations 
upon the production control and price 
support program? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I have 
been debating this point for 15 years, 
and I am surprised that nobody in the 
department has studied it. They should 
have. 

Mr. COOPER. We in the Congress 
have not, either. 

Mr. WILLIAMS o-f Delaware. Perhaps 
the Senator has not, but it has been 
before the Senate every year. 

Mr. COOPER. The Senator from Dela
ware offers it every year. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 
correct. 

Mr. COOPER. Has the Senator been 
able to determine-I have not asked, and 
I do not know whether the committee 
has-what effect the limitation of $75,-
000 or $50,000, or $25,000 would have 
upon production, percentagewise? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Dela ware. I offered 
this amendment earlier this year as a 
rider on an appropriation bill. The sug
gestion was then made, very properly, 
by the chairman of the committee that 
this was something that should be stud
ied by the committee. I did submit the 
amendment to the committee, and the 
committee considered it. I regret that 
they rejected it. 

I emphasize that this does not stop 
the price support for the large farmer. 
This does not deal with the price sup
port loans at all. It does enter into the 
incentive payments and the production 
payments, and I believe we should con
trol them. 

The Senator from Kentucky said this 
is an argument between controls or no 
controls on agriculture. To some extent 
that is true. But so long as you have a 
support price on any commodity in 
America-I do not care- whether it is 
agriculture or some manufactured prod
uct-so long as you have a support price 
that is guaranteed by the Government, 
where that support price represents a 
profit, there is only one way to control 
it, and that is with mandatory produc
tion controls. And I do not mean volun
tary controls. I do not want the man
datory controls, but the only way to make 
any program work with a support price 
above the cost of production, human 
nature being what it is, is to control 
that production. And I repeat, I do not 
want mandatory production controls. 

The Senator said that we cannot a:tford 
to cut loose all supports. I agree with 
him. I was asked the question some time 
ago, "If you had a chance to vote to re
peal the support program and abolish 
the Commodity Credit Oorpora.tion to
day, would you do it?" The answer was, 
"No." 

This program could no·t be abolished 
overnight. Several billion dollars of com
modities are on hand, and abolishing 
the program overnight and dumping the 
commodities on the market would have 
a demoralizing e:tf ecit on the markets 
both at home and abroad. 

I believe we can work our way out. I 
said that I do not believe the American 
farmer can be cut loose Without any pro
gram. Agriculture is an operrution that is 
di:tferent from manufacturing, and some 
type of support is needed. 

Likewise, I point out that farming is 
not the only aspect of our economy that 
is being subsidized. With re.spect to any 
subsidy that is paid to any industry, be
fore you go in to get that subsidy from 
the_ Government I believe you should 
have lost a little of your own money. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, title 5 of 
the bill we are considering extends the 
National Wool Act through 1973. In the 
14 years that this wool program has been 
in operation, it has proven to be a sound 
program. Furthermore, it has worked 
better than previous wool programs; for 
example, the purchase program tha.t was 
in e:tf eot in the early 1940's and through 
which the government acquired a stock
pile of wool which in turn became a de
pressant when free market operations 
were resumed after World War II. 

Under the National Wool Act, wool 
moves freely into the open market, selling 
at the best price obtainable. An incentive 
payment is made to growers when the 
market price falls below an incentive 
level which is regulated by a parity index 
formula reflecting costs of production, 
wages, interest, and taxes paid. 

After an investigation completed in 
1954, the Tariff Commission recom
mended to the President that the tariff 
duty on imported raw wool be increased 
to protect the price support program 
then in e:tfect on our raw wool. The 
President felt it would be unwise to 
raise the tariff due to our close ties with 
wool-producing countries, such as Aus
tralia, that ship wool to the United 
States. In lieu of a tari:tf increase, the 
National Wool Act was evolved. The in
centive payments made under the Wool 
Act cannot exceed 70 percent of the 
tari:tf duties collected on wool and wool 
manufacturers so that payments under 
the act are related to tari:tf duties col
lected. 

Furthermore, under the National 
Wool Act, growers have instituted a self
help program to advertise and promote 
their products, lamb and wool. They are· 
currently contributing 1 % cents per 
pound of wool sold to finance this worth
while promotion program. 

Last, but certainly not least, the Na
tional Wool Act is operated in such a 
manner that it provides an incentive to 
growers to improve the quality of their 
wool and thereby receive the best price 
possible in the open market. 

Wyoming is the second largest wool
producing State of the Nation. However, 
all 50 States have wool production. The 
National Wool Act has worked well for 
our wool producers and I highly recom
mend that it be extended. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, our 
colleague, Senator FULBRIGHT, is in Ar
kansas and cannot be here for the debate 

upon this important legislation. He has 
asked me to offer a statement in opposi
tion to limitations upon payments to 
farmers as authorized in the farm bill. 
I ask unanimous consent that Senator 
Fol.BRIGHT'S statement and an accom
panying letter be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment and letter were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR Fut.BRIGHT OPPOSING 

LIMITATIONS ON PAYMENTS TO INDIVIDUAL 
FARMERS UNDER THE VARIOUS FARM PRO
GRAMS 
Mr. President, for several years attempts 

have been made to impose limitations upon 
payments to which farmers are entitled un
der our various national programs to de
velop orderly markets in agricultural com
modities. I have consistently opposed such 
efforts. Of the many statements which have 
been made on this issue, none has been more 
clear than a letter which I have received 
from the Secretary of Agriculture. I ask 
unanimous consent that there be printed 
at this point in the RECORD the letter dated 
July 17, 1968, addressed to me by Secretary 
Freeman. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, July 17, 1968. 
Hon. J. W. FuLBRIGHT, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR BILL: As the vote nears on the farm 
program, I want to make it clear that my 
opinion on the limitation of payments hasn't 
changed-I'm against it because I believe 
it is against the national interest. 

In agriculture as in manufacturing the 
Nation has the capacity to produce about 12 
percent more than markets will take without 
price-smashing effects. 

Manufacturers readily regul·ate production 
to prevent price disasters. Farmers his
torically have not been able to do this with
out a farm program. Our farm commodity 
programs today-and they are voluntary 
program6-perm1t them to do this. They 
work because farmers cooperate in diverting 
acreages from surplus crop pr·oduction into 
soil-conserving uses. Many do this at a fi
nancial sacrifice because they know balanced 
supplies are in the interests of all. 

All who cooperate earn, and are entitled 
to, reasonable compensation for this acreage 
diversion. Nowhere have I heard of a limita
tion on payments when a city takes real 
estate for urban renewal, or when a state 
takes land for a highway. 

The farmer who is asked to divert 100 
acres from surplus production expects to be 
paid about twice as much as what his next 
door neighbor, with comparable land, earns 
for 50 acres of diversion. And why not? His 
investment is twice as great, his taxes are 
twice as great, and his risk is twice as great. 

Commodity programs are not welfare 
grants. To be effective in balancing produc
tion they must fit into the free-enterprise 
concept that a man is rewarded in terms of 
the value of his contributions. Program pay
ments reimburse farmers for income they 
forgo and expenses they incur when they 
divert land from crop production to carry 
out farm policy. · 

And to those who assume that money will 
be saved by limiting payments, I say that 
this is simply not true if the same result of 
supply management is to be achieved. If one 
large farmer who has been forgoing pro
duction on 1,000 acres doesn't cooperate in 
these programs, that means 100 small farm
ers will have to forgo production on 10 more 
acres each to maintaln supply and demand 
stability-and I believe that this would cost 
more, not only in federal funds, but in fur-
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ther curtailment of opportunity for smaller 
farmers. 

The present farm programs have ac
complished what would have been consid
ered a miracle a few years ago. By encourag
ing the participation of producers, large 
and small, we have used these programs to 
work Commodity Credit Corporation inven
tories from their peak of $6.148 billion in 
October 1960 down to $896 million as of last 
May 31. 

I would remind you that Agricultural pro
duction potential today ls greater than it 
was in the days when those surpluses were 
piling up. It seems to me there are three 
alternatives: new and greater surplus inven
tories with higher federal costs; a glutted 
market with an economic impact far wider 
than farmers; or commodity programs with 
ample production at reasonable cost to the 
consumer and with reasonable returns to the 
farmer. 

Sincerely yours, 
ORVILLE L. FREEMAN. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I shall 
vote against this bill. 

The proposed legislation would extend 
for another 4 years a program which has 
failed both the farmer and the Nation as 
a whole. 

At a time when Americans are digging 
deep into their pocketbooks to pay the 
extra 10-percent surtax, I cannot vote for 
a program of such expense and ineffi
ciency. Wheat and feed grain programs 
alone are costing the taxpayer close to 
$2 billion a year. 

At a time when we must reorder our 
policies to meet new priorities, I cannot 
vote for programs of the past. 

This is no time to tie the farmer and 
the consumer into a program which has 
amply demonstrated its failures in the 
past 3 years. This is no time to blandly 
perpetuate our past errors. 

This legislation would extend, without 
major change, the subsidy and price 
support programs begun under the Food 
and Agriculture Act of 1965. But the 
1965 act has reaped a grim harvest. Last 
year farm income fell $2 billion. Farmers 
and their families have been driven off 
their land and forced to migrate to our 
already overcrowded cities where they 
are ill-equipped to find jobs. The small 
farmer has been boxed in by a program 
which caters only to his large corporate 
neighbor. Parity for all farmers has 
dropped to its lowest point since 1933. 

This record alone is hardly a recom
mendation for extending our present po
licies, and when coupled with the astro
nomic cost of our farm programs, it be
comes a clarion call for agricultural 
reform. 

Mr. President, the Food and Agricul
ture Act of 1965 is authorized to extend 
through the 1969 crop year. There is no 
need to authorize further programs at 
this time. 

In 1969, a new administration will be
gin its work-an administration which 
will undoubtedly have a farm program 
of its own. This program along with 
other proposals should be reviewed and 
tested at length in both Houses of Con
gress. To act now would be to make a 
hasty and ill-advised end run around 
the next administration and the next 
Congress. 

We have spent $12 billion in the last 
5 years underwriting this expensive sub
sidy and support program. No one has 

gained from these policies except the 
handful of rich farmers who receive the 
lion's share of Government payments. It 
is time to reexamine our efforts and re
direct our policies. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. There is much 
at stake in the question of renewal of 
the Food and Agriculture Act of 1965. 
Quite simply, what is at stake is the 
future of rural America. 

So, in effect we chart today a course 
of action whose effect will be felt both 
far and wide. Will the future continue 
bright and vibrant? Will we continue to 
enjoy a full-yet even-flow of the 
world's best food from our more than 
3 million commercial farms to the mar
ketplace and on to the consumer? Or will 
we return to the agriculture of surplus 
piled high on the land-the agriculture 
of low profit and high despair? 

A decade ago the tide of despair ran 
strong in agriculture. We have stemmed 
that tide. Look at what has happened: 
Per farm income-55 percent higher 
than at the beginning of the decade
exports, up 51 percent since 1960 to $6.8 
billion-price-depressing surpluses vir
tually eliminated with CCC inventories 
down from $4.5 billion in 1960 to less 
than $1 billion today-and that is the 
lowest since 1953. 

I say, let us continue with proven 
methods. A wise cook often experiments 
with a favorite recipe. But she never con
fuses salt with sugar, or substitutes one 
for the other. 

Some needed refinements have been 
added in the case of this legislation. But 
basically, it is the same proven plan for 
building and maintaining a healthy agri
culture industry throughout this land of 
ours-that we put into effect in 1965. 

Let me share with my colleagues an 
example of what these programs mean in 
my own State. 

Last year we were hit with abnormally 
bad growing conditions in Texas. Hurri
cane Beulah devastated 24 counties in 
the southern part of the State, severely 
damaging the citrus crop, and cotton and 
vegetable crops in that area. 

Yet despite this adversity we actually 
had a small gain in income from cotton, 
a major crop. In 1966 the value of cotton 
production in Texas was $361 million. In 
1967, despite the fact that the crop had 
been wiped out in a considera;ble area, 
we made a slight gain to $364 million. 
The reason is simple. We had an effec
tive cotton program in operation and our 
Texas cotton farmers were taking ad
vantage Of it. Just over 100,000 farms 
participated in the cotton program last 
year. This involved 6.2 million acres of 
cotton, and program payments of $297 
million-up from $242 million in 1966. 

We had about 83,000 farms signed up 
last year for the feed grain program. 
These producers earned $61 million in 
1967 and will earn a;bout $118 million 
this year. More than 40,000 farms were 
signed up for the wheat program. Pay
ments here totaled about $46 million and 
will be just about the same this year. 

These are just a few examples of what 
the farm commodity programs mean to 
farmers in my home State. There are 
many others. And the examples are by 
no means confined to Texas: I look in 
any State where these basic commodities 

are grown and you will find farmers who 
are joining in a partnership with their 
Government that is sealed in plain com
monsense-the commonsense of balanced 
production for a fair shared return. The 
farm program is working. It is a success. 

I recommend that the Senate extend 
the legislation under which the program 
is operating. Let us extend it for 4 years 
as the bill provides. Let us do it now. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there be a 2-
hour limitation on the pending Williams 
of Delaware amendment, the time to be 
equally divided between the Senator from 
Delaware and the Senator from Louisi
ana; that there be a limitation of 1 hour 
on all other amendments, and a limita
tion of 1 hour on the bill. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator mean 

1 hour on each of the other amend
ments? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. 
Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 

reserving the right to object, does the 
Senator contemplate that the Senate will 
not vote tonight, but that the Senate will 
vote in the morning? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is the way it is 
beginning to look to me, although I 
would like to get some of these matters 
out of the way tonight. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I agree to the unanimous-con
sent request. However, having utilized as 
much time as we have on our side, the 
other side has not had a chance to pre
sent its position, and to the extent we 
could accommodate them, I am willing to. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. We have provided 
for 2 hours on the pending amendment, 
to be equally divided. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I do not object but for personal reasons I 
wondered about voting first thing in the 
morning. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I understand the 
Senator's personal reasons. There will be 
further discussion on the proposals and 
I would like to get it out of the way. 
However, I want the membership to be 
sure of a vote on this matter tomorrow. 

Mr. PASTORE. What is wrong with 
giving a 2-hour period tonight with the 
idea that we will have a vote at 10: 15 
tomorrow? The matter could be debated 
for 2 hours tonight. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would like to see 
as much of the debate had tonight as -
possible. 

Mr. PASTORE. All of it tonight. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. In that case, it is 

the intention not to adjourn but to recess 
tonight and to immediately go into a 
time limitation at 10 o'clock tomorrow. 

Mr. PASTORE. And vote tomorrow. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Tomor

row we could have 10 minutes or 5 min
utes remaining on each side. 

Mr. PASTORE. And vote at 10:10 a.m. 
Mr. MILLER. Or 10:30. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. We 

would continue the debate tonight. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that, coming in at 
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10 a.m. t.omorrow, the time be equally 
divided, 15 minutes t.o a side between the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] 
and the Senat.or from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER]. and that the vote on the 
pending amendment take place at 10:30 
tomorrow; but, at the same time, I would 
like to have a 2-hour limitation for to
night also. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Montana wish to have the 
request in the usual form? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes; under rule XII. 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, does the 

Senator add to that request the 1-hour 
time limitation on further amendments? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, and 1 hour on 
the,bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

The unanimous-consent agreement, 
subsequently reduced to writing, is as 
follows: 

Ordered, That during the further consider
ation of the b111 (S. 3590) to extend and im
prove legislation for maintaining farm in
come, stabillzing prices, and assuring ade
quate supplies of agricultural commodlt:l.es, 
debate on any amendment (except the pend
ing amendment by Senators Wn.LIAMS of 
Delaware and BREWSTER of Maryland, on 
which there shall be 2 hours of debate to be 
equally divided and controlled by the mover 
of the amendment and Senator ELLENDER: 
Provided, That the time between 10 and 10:30 
a.m., Saturday, July 20, 1968 be equally di
vided and controlled by the same Senators 
and that the vote on the said amendment 
come at 10 :30 a.m. that day), motion, or ap
peal, except a motion to lay on the table, shall 
be limited to 1 hour, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the mover of any such 
amendment or mot:l.on and the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER]: Provided, That, in 
the event the Senator from Louisiana is in 
favor of any such amendment or motion, the 
time in opposition thereto shall be controlled 
by the minority leader or some Senator desig
nated by him. 

Ordered further, That, on the question of 
the final passage of the said b1ll, debate shall 
be limited to 1 hour, to be equally divided 
and controlled, respectively, by the majority 
and minority leaders: Provided, That the said 
leaders, or either of them, may, from the ti.me 
under their control on the passage of the said 
bill, allot additional time to any Senator dur
ing the consideration of any amendment, mo
tion, or appeal. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business tonight, 
it stand in recess until 10 a.m. tomorrow. 
There will be no morning hour tomor
row and we will go immediately into the 
time limitation, and vote at 10:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1968 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill (S. 3590) to extend and im
prove legislation for maintaining farm 
income, stabilizing prices and assuring 
adequate supplies of agricultural com
modities. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we 
have order so we can hear the debate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. Attaches will retire 
to the rear of the Chamber. The Senator 
from Delaware has the :floor. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 

President, I yield myself 5 minutes and 
then I yield to the Senator from Iowa. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I would 
like t.o add a few comments to what the 
Senator from Delaware has said in re
sponse to the question raised by the 
Senator from Kentucky. The Senator 
from Kentucky has asked a question 
which has troubled me, and that ques
tion is whether or not there has been any 
research made to analyze the impact of 
some of these larger payments on the 
grain control program. 

I wish I could say we have a tabula
tion from the Department of Agriculture 
showing the number of large farmers who 
are not in the program. My informaition 
is that there are a large number of large 
farmers not in the programs who do not 
receive payments. 

Whether or not the Williams limita
tion would affect the total amount of 
grain produced, is something that no
body seems to be able to answer. 

Mr. President, with a view of deter
mining something along this line, in a 
recent committee meeting I persuaded 
the chairman of the committee, the dis
tinguished Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER] to see what the Department 
could come up with in connection with 
the Williams approach, possibly scaling 
the size of acreage so that a very large 
producer might be satisfied with a 
smaller payment than a smaller acreage 
farmer, and be satisfied enough to go 
into the program to help achieve the ob
jective of the program. 

As a result there was a letter sent by 
the Secretary to the chairman of the 
committee dated July 18, 1968. I wish to 
read from the letter received from the 
Secretary of Agriculture. I might say, 
Mr. President, that I have the permis
sion of the chairman to do this: 

With the baste fact that voluntary pro
grams must obtain participation from large 
farms as well as small farms, it would be 
extremely diftlcult to find a formula or 
devise a program which would bold par
ttctpa tion in the voluntary commodity pro
gram while at the same time limiting the 
returns to those farmers. 

Mr. President, I would like to point 
out this paragraph especially to the Sen
ator from Kentucky: 

Due to previous requests, and also be
cause of the harmful propaganda based on 
big payments, I have considered. program 
modifications which limit payments. I have 
not yet been able to come forth with a satis
factory solution. In view of your committee's 
request, we will review and intenslfy our 
efforts in this direction. 

That indicates this is an extremely 
difficult problem and that the Depart
ment does not have an answer to the 
Senator's question. If it did I think it 
would have gone into the matter long 
before now, but we have the assurance 
that the Department is trying to pro
ceed in this direction. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I am very 

much interested in the Senator's com
ments. They have been helpful. They are 
also rather complementary to the posi
tion the Senator from Delaware has 
taken. However, it seems to me that in 
considering this amendment today these 
facts should be ascertained. For ex
ample, the Department of Agriculture 
knows the name of every individual that 
is receiving payments over $75,000. The 
Department would know the acreage 
that had been taken out of production 
through that payment of $75,000. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, as I said 
earlier, I do not believe they have the 
information regarding the number of 
these large farmers not in the program, 
but they should have the information the 
Senator from Kentucky has menttoned. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. They do 
have the information because they make 
the payments and they tabulate them 
and report to Congress. Under date of 
May 23 of this year, as appears in the 
RECORD of that date, I had printed a list 
of all those farmers receiving over $50,-
000, which information was furnished by 
the Department of Agriculture. There is 
a list of those receiving over $25,000, but 
I did not have that printed because it is 
so long. They have the names of all those 
persons receiving the payment. 

Mr. MILLER. The gap is that they do 
not have the names and acreage of those 
not receiving payments and not in the 
program; and how much difference it 
would make to have these others who 
have not gone into the program is some
thing that has not yet been worked out. 

Mr. COOPER. They have the names of 
all those people and they know the num
ber of acres taken from production on 
those farms. They know the total num
ber of acres taken from production of 
wheat or cott.on, for example. From that 
total acreage reduction they could deter
mine what percentage of the control 
program is represented by the reductions 
on the large farms; is that not correct? 
That would give them some idea of what 
the effect on the control program would 
be if, say, it was limited to the payments 
under $75,000. At least, we could begin 
to look at this proposal on the basis of 
some reason, rather than just guessing. 

Mr. MILLER. I think I understand 
what the Senator is getting at, but it ls 
a little more precise than he has put it. 
What he is getting at is this: Suppose 
we draw the line at $75,000, with no pay
ments over that, but here is a farmer 
with $100,000 and he will be t.old that he 
will get no more than $75,000 and he has 
got to be in the program to get the 
$75,000. Is he going to come in, anyhow, 
or is he not going t.o do so? If he does 
not, we know how much potential pro
duction he has from not diverting acre
age and the Senator from Kentucky 
would want that computed. 

Mr. FANNIN. May I interject here to 
say that if he comes in at all, he comes 
in at 100 percent. That is one of the 
great problems. So if he had 100 acres he 
does not divert and another farm has 
50 acres he does not divert, the one thS1t 
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had diverted the 50 acres under the 
formula, supposedly, could get the same 
amount of money as the one who di
verted the 100 acres. 

Mr. MILLER. We do not know 
whether the farmers cut off in the pay
ments will say, "Well, the payments are 
still enough of an incentive for me to 
stay in." The man who gets the $100,000, 
who now would only get the $75,000 
would say, "I would like to get the extra 
$25,000 but it is still a good deal for me 
to get the $75,000." That is the psy
chology of it, but I do not believe that 
they have been sampled out adequately. 
I do not believe that we have had enough 
statistics on it. That is why the chair
man wrote to the Secretary to try to get 
a study going on it. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, no one 
knows. My idea is this: Assume 1,000 
farmers in the United States get $75,000 
or more. It may be more than that, I 
do not know. Perhaps there are 5,000. If 
we knew the acreage that had been 
taken out of production by those 5,000 
farmers entering into the program and 
then, by ascertaining what percentage of 
the total reduction that amounted to, 
it would be my assumption that com
pared to the hundreds of thousands of 
small farmers who might have taken out 
10, 50, 100, or 200 acres, the amount of 
production taken out by those 5,000 
farmers would be relatively small. If that 
proved to be true, the Secretary of Agfi
culture, or the Congress, could then make 
a rational judgment. We could then say 
"it is not worthwhile. We do not have to 
go over $50,000, because we knew the 
amount of production taken out by that 
pr,,yment is small compared to the total 
reduction." 

We might remove those payments, and 
that would remove a good. deal of the 
criticism made of the program. 

Mr. MILLER. The Senator's suggestion 
on that point is, indeed, one approach. 
There is an approach which the Senator 
from Delaware is using on an assump
tion basis, that if we take his amendment, 
then it is not going unduly to aggrevate 
the surplus situation. But no one knows 
the answer to that. 

There is another approach, let me say 
to my good friend from Kentucky, and 
thait is to scale down the payments as 
the acreage gets larger. That is an ap
proach that we asked the Secre·tary to 
look at, and the best he was able to come 
Up with was that he has no·t been able 
to come up with a determinaltion. He 
will intensify his study on it. I think that 
has a possibility, too. Of course, the 
higher we get on the cutoff the less we 
Will aggravate the surplus condition be
cause there will be less farmers who will 
not participate, and the fewer farmers 
who do not, the less the impact on the 
surplus condition. Where the cutoff 
should be, whether $75,000 or $50,000, no 
one knows. The Senator from Delaware 
is making an effort to try to avoid this 
bad publicity which has taken place over 
the large paymelllts. The answer to that, 
of course, is that we want to have them 
participate and have big farmers as well 
as little farmers participate because if 
they do nof, we will have a surplus again. 
Then the refinement is, maybe if we take 

out jUSlt a few of the big farmers, we 
will not have the surplus. 

Where we draw the line, I say to my 
good friend from Kentucky, I do not 
think anyone knows. The Senator from 
Delaware is trying the $75,000 line. If we 
use the $75,000, we would not have very 
much of an aggravation of su:tipluses. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from Arizona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I oppose 
the limitation of payments because I be
lieve it is against the national interest. 

As long as the Federal Government 
controls the farmers activities in the op
eration and welfare of their business it is 
only fair and equitable that the Federal 
Government reimburse the farmers for 
the crops they are precluded from grow
ing. 

This Nation has the capacity to pro
duce agricultural products far in exoess 
of the market but if this is done many 
farm production areas will suffer drasti
cally from their inability to compete. 
Price smashing repercussions would ac
crue if subsidies are suddenly dropped or 
lowered unrealistically without several 
years of planning and programing. Per
sonally, I hope a complete removal of 
controls and subsidies will come about in 
the not too distant future. Research and 
proper programing, I believe, will bring 
this goal to a reality if a sincere effort is 
fervently carried forward. It may take 
several years to completely accomplish 
this objective. 

Farmers cannot adjust t-0 sudden 
changes in demand of their products as 
can be done in manufacturing. Rains, 
hail storms, heat, and cold all enter into 
a farmers fortune in crop yields. He can
not overnight or during a growing season 
considerably change the amount of yield 
except to not harvest a crop or to only 
partially harvest. 

We must consider this legislation from 
the standpoint of the farmer with just 
consideration of the consumer, all the 
people of America. Food and fiber pro
duction in the United States must be 
maintained for the general welfare of the 
people as well as for the security of this 
Nation in times of emergency. 

In considering costs of production to 
the ultimate consumer it is necessary to 
realize in the production of many crops 
the economic size of the farm unit is very 
important. The more successful or larger 
farmer should not be penalized because 
of size alone. 

Certainly I wish we could give special 
oppartunities to the small farmer but 
not at the expense of the large farmer 
and the consumer. 

As far as this Senator is concerned if 
we can be fair to the consumer and not 
increase commodity prices I hope we can 
eventually work ourselves out of controls 
and subsidies completely. 

Now specifically to the cotton program: 
Two of the· overriding considerations 

are first, limitations would create a more 
costly problem than the amount of sav
ings a limitation would net; and, second, 
limitations would cause severe hardships 
not only in cotton and other agricultural 
commodities directly involved but also 

for the textile industry, in many allied 
industries, and actually throughout our 
economy, ultimately adversely affecting 
every consumoc in this country. 

What many do not understand is tha.t 
the present cotton program is not a vol
untary program. To rece·ive the benefilts 
of price supports, mandatory and volun
tairy diversion payments, cotton produc
ers must participate by including all of 
their production in the program. 

The unique hardship of a payment lim
itation and the mandatory features of 
the cotton program is that producers 
would be required to participate 100 per
cent but not allowed to benefit 100 per
cent if they are above some arbitrarily 
set size. The unfairness of preventing 
large producers from fully benefiting 
from the program is emphasized by the 
fact that the program benefits-price 
supports, mandatory and voluntary di
version payments-represents a signifi
cant part of the producer's cost of pro
duction. These are costs a producer has 
to incur, regardless of size, for seed, fer
tilizer, equipment, chemicals, and labor. 

The fact that the Food and Agricul
ture Act of 1965 reduced the loan rate 
for cotton from about 30 cents per pound 
to about 20 cents per pound has kept cot
ton competitive in price and contributed 
materially in reducing the surplus. How
ever, with USDA figures indicating that 
cost of production is about 26 to 28 cents 
per pound, it is obvious that some interim 
income-maintaining device is necessary. 
That device was worked out in the pres
ent legislation in the form of price sup
port, mandatory and voluntary diversion 
payments. These direct payments are 
viewed by the cotton industry as tempo
rary, income-maintaining supports to 
last only until the cost of production can 
be reduced by research. To limit these 
payments now, before the ultimate in 
cost reduction has been achieved, would 
work a double hardship on the producers 
involved. 

First, producers would not be paid 
what amounts to an integral part of their 
.cost of production, and many would face 
dire financial hardships. Second, produc
ers would not have the alternative of re
ceiving the benefits of the program up to 
the limit of their payment, and planting 
the rest of their acreage outside the pro
gram. The program is all or nothing. As 
long as cotton farmers do not have the 
option of participating to a limited de
gree in the program, it is unfair to say 
their benefits of the program must be 
limited. It is basically unfair to say to a 
producer, "It is mandatory that you par
ticipate 100 percent in the cotton pro
gram, but because you happen to be 
larger than some arbitrary size, you can
not benefit 100 percent from your partic
ipation." 

With payments limited, with the loan 
rate reduced significantly below the cost 
of production, and with producers de
pending on the payments for a major 
part of their actual cost of production, 
economic chaos will result for the cotton 
industry if a payment limitation is 
imposed. 

The probable result of a payment lim
itation is that many producers will not 
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continue their present production levels 
of cotton. The consequences of drastic 
reductions in cotton acreage are impor
tant for all our economy. 

With fewer acres devoted to cotton, 
the already acute supply situation will 
be worsened. The ultimate result will be 
that the spinning mills will be forced to 
substitute synthetic fibers for cotton. 
Market losses for cotton will be heavy. 
These lost markets may never be recov
ered. The probable situation is that with 
a weakened cotton industry, spinning 
mills would be dependent on a few large 
synthetic fiber producers for their raw 
materials. The consuming public would 
be faced ultimately with a smaller selec
tion of cotton goods in the marketplace, 
and consumers probably would be paying 
more for their textiles. 

With prices rising, demand will slack
en, and the textile centers and industries 
allied to agriculture and textiles, will feel 
the economic pinch. 

With cotton producers no longer able 
to produce cotton at a profit because of 
the payment limitation, millions of acres 
of some of the most fertile and produc
tive land in the United States will be 
diverted to the production of other com
modities. Feed grains, wheat, soybeans, 
fruits, vegetables, poultry, and livestock 
markets could be wrecked within a year's 
time because of the repercussions from 
transferring excellent cotton lands into 
alternative crops. 

The sponsors of the payment limita
tion are using the argument of "econ
omy" as one of their main justifications 
for a payments limitation, but it will be 
far from an economy move. There will 
be no savings under a payment limita
tion when amounts are totaled represent
ing the extra cost to the Government for 
purchasing and storing the surplus com
modities, the cost of the economic losses 
to areas and industries dependent on a 
stable agricultural economy, the cost of 
higher consumer prices, and the cost of 
gold losses resulting from greater im
ports and fewer exports because of the 
market disruptions. 

While the cost of the present cotton 
program is admittedly high, the costly 
payment features are viewed as an 
interim feature, lasting only until the 
cost of production can be reduced. On 
the other hand, when amounts are cal
culated for the total cost of a program 
under a system of payment limitations, 
the actual-not the out of treasury ex
penditures-will be greater than the 
present program, and they will be per
manent costs-such as the loss of 
markets-rather than temporary costs. 

In return for the payments, producers 
are doing things which are desirable and 
which are sound management practices. 
For example, under the present cotton 
program, a costly government surplus 
has been sold. Rather than continuing 
expenditures for purchase and storage 
of the surplus, the government has re
ceived an income from the sale of its 
stocks. Now that these stocks are 
eliminated, production is going directly 
to consumption, not to government stor
age. True, some payments have been 
large, but in return for these payments, 
the government and all its taxpayers 

have received benefits, and with the sur
plus now eliminated, diversion costs can 
be at the minimum in the future. 

No one favors economy in government 
more than I do. But when we consider 
all the costs of a payment limitation, it 
is a cost far greater than the amount a 
payment limitation would save-a cost 
far greater than we can afford. Mr. 
President, I urge that the payment limi
tation amendment be defeated. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield 
10 minutes to the Senator from Missis
sippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, this 
amendment raises a basic, fundamental 
question with reference to the entire 
price-support program, and it is an in
triguing and fascinating principle of the 
entire price-support system. I think these 
payments could be better described as 
being, not payments to the individual, 
not payments to a corporation, if it hap
pens to be a corporation; these payments 
are payments for the system. The sub
sidy payments are paid for the system. 

What is this system? The farm pro
gram has been worked out over a period 
of 30-odd years, and has been, by experi
ment, both from the farmer's standpoint 
and from the taxpayer's standpaint, im
proved and enlarged into a workable sys
tem that always provides us with needed 
food and fiber. 

To my mind, I could not give a better 
illus tr a ti on than an experience I had 
some 10 years ago. I spent 18 days in 
Eastern Europe and in Russia. I saw 
teeming millions of people in Russia 
working hard and industriously, produc
ing the very best they could, but their 
stores were scanty, their goods were 
scarce. With all respect to those people 
and their nation, I saw them standing in 
line. It is true that they are improving 
their economy, but at that time they were 
standing in line two blocks or more long 
in Moscow, trying to buy ordinary pieces 
of cotton goods in the stores. I saw them 
standing in line in other places, waiting 
for other goods or products. 

The reason for it was that the supplies 
had run out. The people who had not 
gotten to the counters were unable to get 
the goods. 

When I returned to this country, I 
went purposely to a large grocery store 
in the city. It was bursting to the seams 
with a great variety of fresh vegetables 
and fresh fruits and all kinds of canned 
goods. Every conceivable kind of food 
in the world was there-baby food, in
fant food, invalid food, everything. 
There were 120 ditierent kinds of cheese, 
for instance. That was one item I 
counted. People were buying right and 
left. The rush hour was on. 

Mr. President, I have never been 
prouder to be an American than the 
time when I saw that striking contrast. 
I have never been prouder to think of 
the way we have worked out an economy 
that supplies continuously, every day of 
the year, all over the Nation, this un
limited supply of the finest kind of food 
products. That experience could be re
produced again and again in stores where 
they sell finished products of fibers and 
goods. 

So we are paying subsidies, and some 

of them are very large, but that is the 
price we have to pay for the system. 

If we move in and strike down one of 
the arches upon which this system stands, 
that is the beginning of the wrecking of 
this program. I speak from personal 
knowledge, not from participation in 
these programs, but from personal 
knowledge of the way the system works. 

So we have not only this needed food 
and fiber, but we have this balanced pro
duction, year in and year out, an assured 
production first, and then a balanced 
production later, which gives us this 
even, smooth, balanced economy. 

Certainly it costs money, but if it were 
not for the program that gives us this 
assurance, we would be out of certain 
kinds of food needed by children and 
others, and we would have an oversup
ply of other foods, the prices for which 
would be ruinous to the producer. 

So the cost is worth something to 
every person in America, but it is of 
particular value to the consumer to have 
within his reach, within his block, al
most, throughout this great land, this 
unlimited supply of food at relatively 
low prices. I say that with emphasis, 
although the price is going up somewhat, 
and going up too fast for me. At the 
same time, the food is there, and it is 
within the reaching distance of the great 
mass of the people. 

So anyone who feels he must vote 
for the consumer can cast, in my opin
ion, a sound, honest vote for the con
sumer by voting to maintain this whole 
system. If we buy a part of it, we have 
to buy all of it. If we affect a feature 
of it, it will affect the payments and 
make the system unbalanced in time, as 
certain as night follows day. 

I have seen something else happen, 
too. I know what it is to have labor op
erate the farm and what it is to have 
that labor leave. I know what it is to 
see too many of them converge on the 
towns and cities. I do not know that 
half so well as do the people who are 
living in cities, and we have seen that 
situation right here in this city. 

I cannot think of anything that is 
better insurance for the American peo
ple against some of the frightful things 
that we can foresee in the future, and 
that we feel will happen, than to keep 
this thing spread out as much as we can 
all over the Nation, and have a balanced, 
regular, consistent, uniform farm pro
gram. Otherwise, even more people will 
congregate in the cities, where there is 
not enough to do, and right there is 
where the breeding ground starts for 
troubles of the most serious kind. 

So as far as I am concerned, I am 
willing to rest the case with the state
ment I made at the opening of my re
marks, that it is the system and not the 
individual to which we are making these 
payments, and that is necessary to have 
an across-the-board application in order 
to have a system that will work. 

I yield back such time as I may have 
remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 
from Louisiana. 
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Mr. President, I am grateful to the 
Senator from Delaware for having spe
cifically excluded the sugar program 
from the scape of his amendment. That 
is only fair, because in that deficit pro
gram, the effort is to continue to supply 
about 60 percent of our domestic sugar 
needs, so that if our offshore supplies are 
cut off, we would still be able to live. 

Mr. President, that program is prov
ing successful. It is making sugar avail
able at a reasonable and a relatively 
stable price. It has not cost our Govern
ment anything, because out of the proc
essing tax, large sums are turned into 
the general revenue each year and, as a 
matter of fact, the program is so designed 
that it gives much greater support to the 
small than it does to the large producer. 

In order that this fact may be clearly 
shown, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD section 304 of the 
Sugar Act, subsections Ca), Cb) , and Ce>. 

There being no objection, the section 
of the statute requested was ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

COMPUTATION OF PAYMENTS AND PERSONS 

ELIGmLE FOR PAYMENTS 

SEC. 804. (a) The a.mount of the base rate 
of payment shall be 80 cents per hundred 
pounds of sugar or liquid sugar, raw value. 
(7 U.S.C. 1134(a) .) 

(b) All payments shall be calculated with 
respect to a farm which, for the purposes of 
this Act, shall be a farming unit as deter
mined in accordance with regulations issued 
by the Secretary, and in making such deter
minations, the Secretary shall take into con
sideration the use of common work stock, 
equipment, labor, management, and other 
pertinent factors. (7 u.s.c. 1134(b) .) 

(c) The total payment with respect to a 
farm shall be the product of the base rate 
specifled in subsection (a) of this section 
multiplied by the amount of sugar and liquid 
sugar, raw value, with respect to which pay
ment is to be made, except 'that reduction 
shall be made from such total payment in 
accordance with the following scale of reduc
tions: 

That portion of the quantity of sugar and 
liquid sugar which is included within the 
following intervals of short tons, raw value: 
Reduction in the basic rate of payment per 

hundredweight of such portion 

350 to 700-------------------------- $0. 05 
700 to 1,000------------------------ .10 
1,000 to 1,500----------------------- . 20 
1,500 to 8,000.______________________ . 25 
8,000 to 6,000----------------------- . 275 
6,000 to 12,000---------------------- . so 
12,000 to 80,000--------------------- . 325 
More than so.ooo___________________ . 50 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I think 
the distinguished Senator from Dela
ware should also have excluded wool. 
I know if his proposal is enacted the 
wool-producing industry will be badly 
hurt. That ls the only other deficit crop 
of which we are trying to encourage pro
duction. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point what 
has been furnished to me today by the 
Department of Agriculture in response to 
a hurried call as a list of the six largest 
wool producers, and the amount of the 
payment made to each, in the States of 
Utah, Colorado, California, Wyoming, 
and Texas. 

There being no objection, the list was 

ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
Desert Livestock Co., Salt Lake City 

Utah--------------------------- $95,285 
Echeverria, Don, Boulder City, Colo__ 93, 986 
Bidart Bros., Bakersfield, Oallf-___ 87, 728 
Rochelle Livestock Co., Rawlins, 

Wyo. -··------------------------- 82, 474 
Morton's Inc., Bayles, Wyo_________ 80, 227 
Silver Lake Ranches, Del Rio, 

Tex. --------------------------- 110,369 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, with 

reference to the program now before us, 
as everyone knows, there are many de
tails of the price support system which 
I do not agree, but I have tried always 
to help keep it a reasonable system, an 
effective system, and a fair system. The 
pending amendment strikes at the fair
ness and the effectiveness of the whole 
structure. 

EFFECTS OF FARM PROGRAM PAYMENT 
LIMITATIONS 

The damage to practically all of 
American agriculture from this proposed 
limitation on farm program payments 
would be far broader and deeper than 
appears on the surface. The three larg
est commodities-wheat, feed grains, 
and cotton-would be most immediately 
and directly affected, but the injury 
would spread quickly to other segments 
of agriculture, including particularly 
livestock. 

The basic purpose of our farm pro
grams is to assure adequate, but not ex
cessive, supplies of agricultural products 
at prices fair to both producers and con
sumers. 

The wheat and feed grain programs 
are both voluntary. Farmers are free to 
participate or not to participate in them. 
If a farmer does participate he takes out 
of production that part of his allotted 
acreage of the crop in question which 
is necessary to meet the national pro
duction goals for wheat or a particular 
feed grain crop and receives a rental pay
ment for the land he idles. Also he is as
sured of a price suppdrt on the crop he 
does produce on his reduced acreage. If 
a farmer elects not to participate in the 
program, he, of course, receives no pay
ment or price support, but is free to 
plant not onlY all of his allotted acreage 
of the crop but any additional acreage 
as well, and great amounts of acreage 
are coming out of the conservation re
serve program at the end of this year. 

If limitations should be applied, many 
of those farmers who are denied pay
ments under the program by the limi
tation, would be forced to withdraw from 
the program and plan all acreage pos
sible in order to make up their loss of 
payments through increased production. 

The cotton program is not voluntary, 
but mandatory. If limitations are im
posed, affected cotton farmers cannot 
withdraw from the program and plant 
cotton in excess of their allotted acreage 
without paying a penalty approximately 
equal to the price support for cotton. 
Neither can they survive financially un
der the cotton program if they are denied 
its benefits. Their only alternative would 
be to plant cotton only on those acres 
not penalized by the limitation and con
vert all of their additional cotton acre
age to other crops. 

And what would these "other" crops 

be that would be produced on the acre
age, driven out of the wheat, feed grains, 
and cotton programs by, payment limi
tations? 

Most farmers forced out of the wheat 
or feed grains programs would prob
ably plant all of their cropland acre
age to wheat or to feed grains. Cotton 
farmers similarly affected would also 
turn to wheat and feed grains-includ
ing soybeans-in most areas. In the 
most highly productive cotton sections 
of the irrigated west and the delta areas, 
however, much of the converted cotton 
acreage would go into fruit and vege
table production. 

In summary, the net effect of limita
tions would be about as follows: 

First. Wheat production would be in
creased substantially, thereby defeating 
one of the main purposes of the Govern
ment's wheat program of balancing 
wheat supplies with demand. 

Second. Feed grain production would 
be increased greatly. In my opinion this 
would be the most serious consequence 
of limitations. The program to stabilize 
feed grain prices and supplies would be 
largely destroyed. Excessive supplies and 
low prices of feed grains would result in 
o".'erf eeding in the livestock industry, 
with serious damage to that industry's 
programs which are just beginning to 
be effective in stabilizing production and 
prices. 

Third. The whole raw cott.on industry 
would be hit the most direct and dis
astrous blow of any major segment of 
agriculture. A $25,000 limitation would 
force out of production overnight a sub
stantial portion of the normal cotton 
erop. This would seriously injure and in 
many cases bankrupt our largest and 
most efficient cotton producers. The 
handlers and processors serving the cot
ton industry in the areas principally 
affected would su:ffer the same fate. The 
towns in these areas, and their total busi
ness, would be terribly harmed. The 
whole future of cotton-which depends 
completely upon reducing the cost of 
producing cotton so that Government 
subsidies can be gradually reduced and 
eliminated-would be shattered. 

Fourth. Fruit and vegetable markets 
would suffer additional disruption, as the 
production of the acres idled by limita
tions created new competitive difficulties. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I say that 
this amendment would make the whole 
program impractical, unfair, and ineffec
tive, and I urge that it be rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield 
12 minutes to the Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, although the 
senior Senator from Delaware and the 
senior Senator from Maryland have 
modified their amendment so as to ex
clude from the $25,000 limitation the 
compliance payments to sugar producers, 
I still strongly oppose their amendment. 

To proPoSe such a limit-particularly 
without providing any substitute pro
gram for the protection of America's 
farm industry-would seriously disrupt 
America's basic farm programs, which 
have served our people very well. 

I know-and my colleagues in the Sen
ate know-that should the Williams-
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Brewster amendment be adopted, a limi
tation on sugar compliance payments 
would surely follow, as night follows day. 

In fact, the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware has just said, with very much 
candor, tha.t his next amendment, if the 
present amendment carries, would be to 
limit the payments on sugar. 

The Senator is exempting sugar at this 
time. He has frankly told us that it is be
cause he expects to gamer a few more 
votes fur the pending amendment by 
exempting sugar from the amendment. 

Because of ·what has been said by the 
distinguished senior Sena.tor from Dela
ware about his next amendment to cur
tail sugar compliance payments, I shall 
discuss at this time whaJt the impact of 
suoh a limitlaition would be on the sugar 
industry in my naJtive State of Hawaii. 

I can state the consequences very 
simply: Such an amendment applied to 
sugar would destroy the sugar industry 
in Hawaii, and sugar is our leading farm 
crop. It would destroy the jobs of 12,000 
workers in Hawaii. This in turn wou'.l.d 
deal a staggering blow to Hawaii's econ
omy, which is based heavily on the sugar 
industry. Sugar yields more than $190 
million a year in income to the economy 
of our islands. 

It provides full-time jobs for some 
12,000 workers and pays them over $69 
million in wages. Hawaii's sugarworkers 
are the highest paid agricultural workers 
in the world. They average, with fringe 
benefits, $26 a day. That is, a laborer 
working on sugar plantations averages, 
with fringe benefits, $26 a day. 

Hawaii's sugar producers comply with 
all the requirements of the Sugar Act in 
order to qualify for compliance pay
ments. In other words, Hawaii's sugar 
producers comply with production re
strictions, pay ''fair'' wages to workers, 
do not employ child labor, and if they 
are proeessors too, they pay "fair" prices 
for sugarcane. In so doing, Hawaii's 
sugar producers earn entitlement to pay
ments out of a fund consisting of Fed
eral excise taxes collected by the Treas
ury on all sugar, foreign and domestic, 
processed in the United States. 

The purpose of the sugar excise tax is 
to provide funds to pay U.S. sugar pro
ducers or processors for maintaining 
good working conditions, promoting 
orderly development of the sugar in
dustry, and stabilizing the price of sugar 
for our domestic consumers. Compliance 
payments, therefore, are not a subsidy. 

However, compliance payments are an 
integral part of the U.S. sugar program 
designed to assure American consumers 
ample supplies of this essential staple 
at modest prices. If an amendment is 
approved to limit compliance payments 
to $25,000, the sugar industry in Hawaii 
could not survive. Hawaii would suffer 
tremendous disruption of her economy 
and of her economic growth. 

Loss of Hawaii's sugar industry would 
not only inflict great damage on my 
State, but it would also have very adverse 
consequences on the entire domestic pro
duction of sugar. Fo:- Hawaii produces 
about one-sixth of all U.S. sugar produc
tion. That includes beet and cane sugar. 
Compliance payments are, therefore, not 
only crucial to Hawaii, but also vital to 

the stability of the U.S. domestic sugar 
industry. 

It should be remembered that these 
payments are made on a slidirig scale; 
the lower the production, the higher the 
compliance payment per ton of sugar. 
In this wiay, small producers receive more 
per ton in compliance payments than 
large producers. 

Only those growers who produce 350 
tons of sugar or less are entitled to the 
maximum authorized compliance pay
ment of $16 a ton-or 80 cents per hun
dredweight. Large growers receive less 
per ton, with the largest paid $7 a ton. 

The largest payment made to Hawaii's 
sugar producers in 1965 was $8.83 per 
ton, whereas compliance payments to 
producers in other domestic areas went 
as high as the maximum of $16 a ton. 

Total compliance payments to Hawai
ian companies ranged from a low of 
$54,600 to a high of $1,177 ,000, with the 
majority of companies receiving over 
$200,000. These large payments are ne
cessiitated by the special nature of sugar 
cane production. Unlike many other agri
cultural commodities, sugar cane needs 
vast acreages in order to attain high 
efficiency. Hawaii sugar producers must 
plan1t enormous acreage before they can 
produce a high output of cane and 
achieve the efficiency of labor that will 
make Hawaii's sugar competitive in the 
marketplace. 

There are about 237 ,000 acres devoted 
to cane, and at least one-half of this 
acreage must be irrigated. Because of 
Hawaii's mountainous terrain, expansion 
of acreage is limited and costly. Sugar 
producers have spent large sums of their 
own money-none Federal-to develop 
and operate wells, reservoirs, ditches, 
and tunnels of the elaborate irrigation 
systems now in use. Hawaii's sugar in
dustry also spends more than $2 Y2 mil
lion annually on sugar research-an ac
tivity financed by the producers since 
1895. We have had a sugar research pro
gram for more than 70 years. As a result 
of the Hawaii sugar industry's own ef
forts, Hawaii has one of the highest 
sugar yields per acre of any area of the 
world. 

Etnciency per acre is a "must" for 
Hawaii's sugar producers, considering 
the cost of modern equipment, the cost 
of its skilled labor, and the great dis
tance of Hawaii from mainland markets. 
Hawaii's closest market for sugar is San 
.Francisco, some 2,400 miles away. Most 
of the Hawaiian sugar is refined at 
Crockett, near San Francisco, and is 
marketed in 26 Western and Midwest
ern States, including Alaska. 

These are some of the compelling rea
sons for development and operation of 
large farming units in Hawaii. There are 
25 large sugar plantations which produce 
some 93 percent of Hawaii's sugar. The 
other 7 percent is produced by 750 small 
independent growers. The small produc
ers receive higher compliance payments 
per ton than the large producers. That 
is, $60 per ton as compared to $8.83 for 
the large producers. Since compliance 
payments are based on total farm pro
duction and most Hawaiian sugar is pro
duced on the large plantation company 

farms, many of the total payments are 
necessarily large. 

I would like to point out, however, that 
in every year since the inception of the 
Sugar Act, the excise tax paid on sugar 
produced in Hawaii has substantially ex
ceeded the compliance payments to our 
sugar companies. In 1965, the latest year 
for which I have figures available, the 
U.S. Treasury collected $11,607,060 in 
taxes on Hawaiian sugar, and paid back 
a total of $10, 760,112 in compUance pay
ments to Hawaiian sugar companies. 
Thus, in 1965 as in past years Hawaii 
paid more in taxes than it re~eived in 
compliance payments. Clearly there is no 
net drain on the U.S. Trea~ury. 

In fact, sugar is the only commodity 
that is completely self-financing through 
the imposition of a tax that more than 
covers the cost of agricultural payments 
to producers. During the life of the Sugar 
Act, the Treasury has collected over 
$500 million-more than one-half a bil
lion dollars-more in sugar excise taxes 
than it paid out in compliance payments 
to U.S. sugar producers. This program 
has operated at a profit to the U.S. Treas
ury. 

Over the period of the last 10 years 
a majority of the sugar producers ~ 
Hawaii would have operated at a net loss 
if there were no compliance payments. 
In fact, many of our companies were in 
the red even with these payments. No in
~ustry can survive if it is consistently 
m the red. Any lowering of the ceiling on 
compliance payments would sound the 
death knell for Hawaii's sugar industry. 
It would be an economic disaster for my 
~tate, which is the largest sugar produc
ing State. There are no important al
ternative agricultural uses for the land 
now used for sugar cane. 

Hawaii's sugar industry faces large 
new costs over the next few years as it 
cooperates in the nationwide drive 
against water pollution. It has agreed to 
prevent dumping of bagasse into streams 
and ocean, a process that will require 
substantial expenditures. The sugar in
dustry also faces unknown, but undoubt
edly large, expenditures in complying 
with Hawaii's water quality standards 
on turbidity and thermal pollution. Such 
added costs will put an extra financial 
drain on Hawaii's sugar producers. 

To summarize, the sugar industry in 
Hawaii provides year-round employment 
for some 12,000 people. It pays over $69 -
000,000 in wages. Sugar workers in H~
waii are the highest paid agricultural 
workers in the world-over $26 per day. 
Sugar represents a private investment 
of $200,000,000, with 12,500 individual 
stockholders, of whom more than two
thirds live in Hawaii. 

The Williams-Brewster amendment, if 
extended to sugar, would destroy these 
Jobs and this investment. It would deal 
a death blow to our sugar industry and 
plunge the economy of Hawaii into a 
tailspin from which it would be very 
difficult to recover. 

Hawaii's sugar industry has been a 
world leader in sugar technology and 
mechanization. It has served our Nation 
well in war and in peace, providing sugar 
so basic to human needs. 

I have emphasized the adverse effect 
of a $25,000 limitation on the sugar in-
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dustry in my State, but the limitation 
would also place the sugar industry in 
other domestic areas in serious jeopardy. 

I remind my colleagues that the sugar 
program has been in effect for more than 
30 years. Congress has reexamined and 
extended the basic legislation some 12 
times over this 30-year period. Yet the 
program has remained substantially un
changed. This is proof of how well it 
has worked. 

From the standpoint of the American 
consumer, the sugar program has cer
tainly worked well. American consum
ers today pay less for their sugar than 
consumers in practically all of the de
veloped nations of the world and less 
than is paid in some of the undeveloped 
countries of Africa and Asia. The retail 
price of sugar has gone up less in recent 
years in this country than the price of 
most other staples on the grocery shelf. 
And, remember, the sugar program is 
self-financing, even returning a "profit," 
so to speak, of over $500 million so far to 
the U.S. Treasury. 

Mr. President, I have discussed only 
the sugar program because sugar is 
the only commodity in Ha wail that could 
be affected by a limitation such as is 
proposed in the pending Williams-Brew
ster amendment for other farm crops. 
I am equally opposed to the application 
of this limitation to any of the other 
farm commodities. 

To propose such a limit-particularly 
without providing any substitute pro
gram-would seriously disrupt America's 
basic farm commodity programs, which 
have served our people so well. 

I understand a $10,000 limitation was 
offered in the Senate Agriculture Com
mittee during the committee's consid
eration of the pending farm bill. I also 
understand the amendment was rejected 
by the committee. 

I am totally opposed to this amend
ment, which establishes a $25,000 limi
tation. I urge my colleagues to join me 
in voting against the Williams-Brewster 
amendment. 

The PRESIDNNG OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 15 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Texas. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
desire, ftrs·t, to thank the distinguished 
senior Sena tor from Louisiana for the 
great study he has given this act, for the 
more than 30 years of study he has giv
en to agricultural acts considered by the 
Senate. 

Whlle my State is not the largest State 
in gross annual agricultural income, it is 
the largest State in the number of farm 
families who earn their living from the 
soil. We have more than 300,000 family 
farm operations in Texas-more than 
any other State. 

I believe that one item worthy of note 
as we begin this discussion is that of the 
3 million farm operations in America, 
over 2 million have no hired hands. Over 
2 million do this work themselves, with 
their families. They are family farmers 
in the truest. sense, in that no one works 
on the farm except that family. 

As we speak of the size of this opera
tion, we know that the minimum wage 
bill applicable to farm laborers applies 
to 1.6 percent of the farms in the United 

States. It applies to a farm that has as 
many as 7 hired hands on it for one quar
ter of the year. What we are talking 
about is not the mere 1.6 percent Of farms 
covered under the minimum wage law, 
but all the farmers since labor costs af
fect the price of farm products. Likewise 
without stable prices, the 2 million 
who live on the farms without enough 
money to hire one farmhand would be 
forced off the land. 

Periodically, the opponents of our na
tional farm policy raise a furor with pro
posals to limit the amount which the 
Government may pay a producer of agri
cultural commodities. 

The hue and cry generally comes from 
two quarters. One regards any agricul
tural payments as little better than dole 
and would like to see them stopped com
pletely. The other regards itself as the 
friend of the small farmer, and believes 
that a limit on payments will benefit the 
small family farm. The second group 
fails to realize that the small farmer is 
particularly vulnerable to the fluctua
tions of the agricultural market, from 
which the present program protects him. 

Now the cry is also coming from a 
third sector. Spokesmen of the poor peo
ple attack the farm program as though 
it were the object that is responsible for 
the injustices, both real and imaginary, 
dealt to the poor. 

Likewise, the latter group fail to real
ize the many benefits which accrue to 
the poor as a direct result of our sound 
farm program-that is, adequate food 
supply, at more reasonable prices, and 
jobs for farmworkers. 

Some of its critics would like to abolish 
the present price-support program. Lim
itation of payments would be a singillar 
success for those who desire to abolish 
this program, because it would mean the 
end of the voluntary system of farm 
production control: The commodity pay
ments program is designed to balance 
the amount which our agriculture indus
try can produce against the amount 
which the country can use for domestic 
consumption and export. Almost alone 
in the world, our resources and technol
ogy together are expanding our ability 
to produce agricultural commodities far 
in excess· of our capacity to consume 
them. Let me repeat, Mr. President: Al
most alone in this world are we in that 
favorable position. 

The agricultural program attempts, 
with remarkable success, to correlate 
production and consumption in order to 
provide a plentiful supply of food, while 
protecting us from a glut of produce. 

The commodity payments system is 
integral and indispensible to the farm 
program. Without the payments, agricul
tural programs would undoubtedly cost 
more, since we would have to deal with 
the market after it had been bloated by 
overproduction. Commodity payments, 
by contrast, prevent this type of disrup
tion from even developing. I believe, Mr. 
President, that this situation ls a tribute 
to the work not only of the Department 
of Agriculture but also of the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
with its long continued attent4on to this 
problem, and led by the distinguished 
senior Senator from Louisiana. 

In this b111 we have wrapped up the ac-

cumulated experience of decades of hard 
work. Who in this body works harder and 
longer hours in a hearing than the senior 
Senator from Louisiana? Who stays and 
listens to every witness more patiently? 
I say no one, with all due respect to my 
colleagues in any committee on which I 
serve. So we have here the benefit of 
decades of experience with this problem. 

These payments are not welfare; they 
are far from being something for noth
ing. All payments are in direct proportion 
to the farmer's contribution, and repre
sent a compensation to him for giving up 
the income which he could have earned 
by putting his land into production. The 
urban dweller gets the benefit of low, 
stable food prices, and all farmers, large 
and small, are able to plan from year to 
year with some degree of assurance about 
the market. 

To limit the commodity payments by 
applying a celling, and thereby making it 
impossible to compensate large farmers 
for taking land out of production, would 
essentially void the entire agricultural 
.program. The Congress must realize that 
a very large proportion of the agricul
tural productive capacity of this country 
is concentrated in relatively large farms, 
and any program which ignores them 
will be unable substantially to aft'ect the 
production of agricultural commodities. 

Moreover, this is hardly a haphazard 
program. Payments are specifically tail
ored to each commodity situation, and 
they represent a partial compensation 
for a production adjustment in the na
tional interest. There are, in fact, two 
distinct kinds of payments, one directed 
primarily at the diversion of cropland; 
the other focussed on soil and water 
conservation. Diversion payments are 
designed to meet the main problem ·of 
balancing the production and use of 
commodities. Through the acreage diver
sion program and the cropland adjust
ment program, payments are made to di
vert acreage from wheat, cotton, and 
feed grains, in order to keep the market 
for these commodities steady and rea
sonably predictable. These support pay
ments are in no sense gifts. They offset 
expected returns which the farmer has 
given up in the national interest. 

Other commodity payments are ad
justed according to the market situation 
of the particular commodity produced. 
Payments to wool and mohair producers, 
for example, are given as incentives to 
increased production. In the case of 
sugar, the amount paid to producers to 
regulate production is more than re
trieved from Federal taxes on sugar and 
related products. 

The conservation payments program is 
designed to deal with future rather than 
with present production. Certain steps to 
conserve soil and water can only be taken 
by the individual farmer, but the effects 
of his actions, in preventing soil erosion, 
for instance, can be of benefit to the en
tire community. 

Mr. President, I do not speak only 
of the State where the water falls and 
the soil erodes; but of the entire course 
taken by the flow of water all the way 
to the sea. 

Payments are accordingly made to 
farmers as a way of sharing the cost of 
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needed conservation practices. As such, 
they represent a benefit derived by the 
total economy from conservation. By pro
viding incentives and compensations to 
the individual farmer for going out of 
his way in the cause of conserving our 
vital resources, the payments serve as 
a stabilizing mechanism in the national · 
interest. It would be both fatuous and 
petulent to refuse to help stop soil ero
sion, merely because it threatened a 
large farmer rather than a small one. 

Mr. President, I remember the dust 
bowls of the 1930's when the dust out 
of my State and the Midwest came all 
the way to the eastern seaboard and 
even settled on ships far out at sea. This 
soil conservation program, developed 
under the leadership of the Senator from 
Louisiana prevented that from happen
ing again. No longer do those dust storms 
blow to the eastern seaboard and out into 
the Atlantic Ocean. 

Opponents of agricultural payments 
also tend to forget that their limitation 
would undoubtedly affect many more 
poor men than rich men. Two years ago, 
as chairman of the Senate Labor Sub
committee, I led a successful fight on the 
floor of the Senate to extend, for the 
first time, minimum wage coverage to 
agricultural workers. We were only able 
to secure coverage for workers on farms 
which employ seven or more workers in 
a quarter, however, which means that 
only workers on fairly large farms are 
covered. 

For the first time in hisrtory, begin
ning in February of last year, there was 
a minimum wage of $1 an hour to farm
workers, the first of Fe·bruary of this 
year it went to $1.15 for an hour, and the 
first of next year it will be $1.30 an hour. 
Franklin D. Rooseve1't worked for that. I 
fought for that. Finally it came and we 
were 8.lble to secure coverage for workers 
on farms which employ seven or more 
workers in a quarter. This means that 
only workers on fairly large farms are 
covered. We owe it to these large f;armers 
not to wreck them now that we have told 
them to pay higher wages. 

It would be precisely these large farms 
which would be affected by a limitation 
on commodity payments. Thus, a meas
ure which is intended to help small farm
ers would not only hurt them by destroy
ing the stability of agricultural markets, 
but wo·uld make it difficult for large 
farmers to be able to meet the salaries of 
those most underpaid of all our citizens, 
the hired farmworkers. 

This farm program benefits those to 
whom we were able to extend the mini
mum wage law for the ftrs·t time 2 years 
ago. If we exclude the large farmers, we 
would exclude the ones who are hiring 
the farmworkers. They employ 40 to 50 
percent of all farm laborers in America. 
Mr. President, I became aware of this 
fact due to my service on the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare. Likewise 
I learned that the benefits of the farm 
program inure to the hired person as well 
as the benefits to the entire agricultural 
economy. 

American agriculture is easily the most 
successful on earth. The contrast to the 
Soviet Union is inevitable, and clearly 
demonstl"aJtes the superior productivity, 
given nearly equal resources, of our ap-
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proach to farming. Our agricultural pro
duce represents our single biggest class 
of experts, and is one of our greatest re
sources in the struggle to achieve a fa
vorable balance of payments. This sys
tem ought not to be upset lightly by a 
misguided attempt to right an illusory 
wrong. 

Mr. President, I wish to point out that 
from the time of the first English set
tlers in the home State of the distin
guished Presiding Officer [Mr. SPONG] 
until around 1810, the great export from 
America was tobacco. America lived on 
that export. With the invention of the 
cotton gin, cotton replaced tobacco as 
America's great export product. Agri
culture products continue to be our chief 
export; and in fact is a very large item 
in our favorable balance of trade. 

It is a fact which the Senate must 
face that the policy of the United States 
in the realm of agriculture is to adjust 
production and supply so that they 
balance demand and consumption. This 
policy can be implemented either by 
compulsion or by persuasion. The 
present law, to our credit, tries to per
suade the farmer to fall in with national 
policy, and has been extremely success
ful, principally because of its use of 
commodity payments. To place a ceiling 
on those payments, and thus to exclude 
most of the acreage of large farmers, 
would entirely deprive the agricultural 
program of any control of commodity 
production, and thus of commodity 
prices. Short of replacing this system by 
a compulsory one, a step which I would 
certainly oppose, a limitation on com
modity payments would produce fan
tastic chaos in our agricultural markets. 
The large farmer, with his ability to in
crease his production, could weather the 
storm, but it would mean havoc for the 
small farmer, who would be left without 
protection from the vagaries of the 
fluctuating commodity markets. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
under date of July 17, 1968, the Honor
able Orville Freeman, Secretary of Agri
culture, wrote me a most compelling 
statement which shows how illusory and 
unrealistic a limitation-of-payments law 
would be. 

Quoting from Secretary Freeman's 
letter: 

As the vote nears on the farm program, I 
want to make it clear that my opinion on 
the limitation of payments hasn't changed
I'm against it because I believe it is against 
the national interest. 

In agriculture as in manufacturing the 
Nation has the capacity to produce about 12 
percent more than markets will take without 
price-smashing effects. 

Manufacturers readily regulate production 
to prevent price disasters. Farmers histori
cally have not been able to do this without 
a farm program. Our farm commodity pro
grams today-and they are voluntary pro
grams--permit them to do this. They work 
because farmers cooperate in diverting acre
ages from surplus crop production into soil
conserving uses. Many do this at a financial 
sacrifice because they know balanced. sup
plies are in the interests of all. 

Mr. President, digressing from this 
letter for a moment all that we have 
hea.rd from those in favor of the limita
tion is that the farmer is getting some
thing e}Ctra. Secretary Freeman, who 
knows this subject as well as anyone else 
in the country-with his great staff
points out that many farmers enter the 
program at a financial sacrifice because 
they want to make the program work. 

Continuing reading: 
All who cooperate earn, and are entitled to, 

reasonable compensation for this acreage di
version. Nowhere have I heard of a limita
tion on payments when a city takes real es
tate for urban renewal, or when a state takes 
land for a highway. 

Does anyone have an amendment 
which will limit payments when a city 
takes real estate for urban renewal or for 
a highway, or for model cities? No, the 
only limitation is placed upon the fair.m
er who plans to take out his land for 
conservation to keep the uplands from 
washing away. 

Continuing reading: 
The farmer who is asked to divert 100 acres 

from surplus production expects to be pa.id 
about twice as much as what his next door 
neighbor, with comparable land, earns for 
50 acres of diversion. And why not? His in
vestment is twice as great, his taxes are twice 
as great, and his risk is twice as great. 

Commodity programs are not welfare 
grants. To be effective in ba.lan.cing produc
tion they must fit into the free-enterprise 
concept that a man is rewarded in terms of 
the value of his contributions. Program pay
ments reimburse farmers for income they 
forego and expenses they incur when they 
divert land from crop production to carry 
out farm policy. 

Mr. President, this letter is so com
pelling, and since my time is about up, 
I ask unanimous consent to have it print
ed in full in the RECORD, and I hope that 
before the vote comes tomorrow every 
Senator in this body will read Secretary 
Freeman's letter. It is an unanswerable 
document as to why these limitations 
should not be voted. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, D.O., July 17, 1968. 
Hon. RALPH w. YARBOROUGH, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O. 

DEAR RALPH: As the vote nears on the farm 
program, I want to make it clear that my 
opinion on the limitation of payments hasn't 
changed-I'm against it because I believe it 
is against the national interest. 

In agriculture as in manufacturing the Na
tion has the capacity to produce about 12 
percent more than markets will take without 
price-smashing effects. 

Manufacturers readily regulate production 
to prevent price disasters. Farmers histori
cally have not been able to do this without a 
farm program. Our farm commodity pro
grams today-and they are voluntary pro
grams-permit them to do this. They work 
because farmers cooperate in diverting acre
ages from surplus crop production into soll
conserving uses. Many do this at a financial 
sacrifice because they know balanced sup
plies are in the interests of all. 

All who cooperate earn, and are entitled to, 
reasonable compensation for this acreage di
version. Nowhere have I beard of a limitation 
on payments when a city takes real estate for 
urban renewal, or when a state take!:! land for 
a highway. 
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The farmer who 1s asked to divert 100 acres 
from surplus production expects to be paid 
about twice as much as what his next door 
neighbor, with comparable land, earns for 50 
acres of diversion. And why not? His invest
ment is twice as great, his taxes are twice as 
great, and his risk is twice as great. 

Commodity programs are not welfare 
grants. To be effective in balancing produc
tion they mu&t fit into the free-en·terpri&e 
concept that a man is rewarded in terms of 
the value of his contributions. Program pay
ments reimburse farmers for income they 
forego and expenses they incur when they 
divert land from crop production to carry out 
fa.rm policy. 

And to those who assume that money will 
be saved by limiting payments, I say that this 
is simply not true if the same result of sup
ply management is to be achieved. If one 
large farmer who has been foregoing produc
tion on 1,000 acres doesn't cooperate in these 
programs, that means 100 small farmers wm 
have to forego production on 10 more acres 
each to maintain supply and demand sta
b111ty--and I believe that this would cost 
more, not only in federal funds, but in fur
ther curtailment of opportunity for smaller 
farmers. 

The present farm programs have accom
plished what would have been considered a 
miracle a few years ago. By encouraging the 
participation of producers, large and small, 
we have used these programs to work Com
modity Credit Corporation inventories from 
the.tr peak of $6.148 billion in October 1960 
down to $896 mi111on as of last May 31. 

I would remind you that Agricultural pro
duction potential today 1s greater than it was 
in the days when those surpluses were pUing 
up. It seems to me there are three alterna
tives: new and greater surplus inventories 
with higher federal costs; a glutted market 
with an economic impact far wider than 
farmers; or commodity programs with ample 
production at reasonable cost to the con
sumer and with reasonable returns to the 
farmer. 

Sincerely yours, 
Oavn.LE L. FREEMAN. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
I urge the Senate to reject any mis
guided attempts, however sincere and 
dedicated, to impase a payment limita
tion on our agricul,tural programs. 

Mr. President <Mr. BYRD of West Vir
ginia in the chair), let me say in closing 
that I have studied the list of names of 
the farmers printed in the RECORD on 
May 23 by the distinguished Senator 
from Delaware. There are not any farms 
in my State in the million-dollar class. 
There are none in my State in the next 
group of $500,000 payments. and there 
are $500,000 payments being made to 
farmers in seven States of this Union. 
There are no farms that large in my State 
which appear on the list. 

Mr. President, I do not own any farm
land. Therefore, I have no farmland in 
production under the program. No mem
ber of my family has any farmland, and 
I come from a very large family of eight 
living brothers and sisters with many 
nieces and nephews. Not a single one 
owns any farmland under the program 
although my family has farmed for over 
300 years. With the coming of mecha
nization, it got too complicated for us, 
and we left the land. 

I see the 300 names of Texans on the 
list placed in the record by my colleague 
from Delaware who draw large pay
ments. I think I have known or met no 
more than 13 out of that 300. These are 
well-to-do farmers who do not come to 
my rallies. They vote in the party of the 

distinguished Senator who offers this 
amendment. 

Adoption of the pending amendment 
would absolutely devastate the economy 
of a great many people in my State. Also, 
adoption of the pending amendment 
would affect those States that produce 
tractors and farm machinery. They will 
have a depression if we severely limit the 
payments, because the large farmers will 
not be able to buy farm implements 
made in the manufacturing States. The 
farms of this country have become so 
mechanized that the manufacturers of 
farm equipment will feel the pinch just 
as much as the farmer. 

Thus, I point out the economic folly 
of destroying the agricultural structure 
of the great productive power of this 
country. If the Russians or the Chi
nese had this production, we would be 
in 10 times more trouble around the 
world. 

I thank the distinguished Senator for 
yielding to me and, Mr. President, I yield 
the fioor. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, how much time do I have remain
ing? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MON
TOYA in the chair.) 46 minutes remain 
to the Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ideillt, I yield myself 5 minutes, then I will 
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island 
such time as he may desire for the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRF.SIDING OFFICER. The Sena
tor from Delaware is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I invite attention to the fact that 
there is nothing revolutionary in the 
proposal made here today. We are not 
out to destroy the farm program. The 
Senator from Texas has just placed in 
the RECORD a letter from the Secretary 
of Agriculture wherein he strongly op
posed any controls or limitations on the 
payments. 

However, I invite attention to the fact 
that the President of the United States, 
the man who is now in the Whitte House, 
in his message to Congress in 1965 rec
ommended such a limitation on these 
payments and said that he was going to 
send a message to Congress embracing 
an agricultural program which would be 
designed to help the small farmer and 
which would stop these large payments 
from being made to the large type of 
farm operations. 

Tomorrow, I shall place excerpts from 
his message in the RECORD. It is an ex
cellent statement. I only regret that the 
President has not carried it out and 
backed it up with a legislative propasal. 
As he pointed out, the program as it was 
operated then and as it is operated now, 
is, to a large extent, benefiting the large 
corporation type of operation. 

The suggestion has 'been made today 
that perhaps some of the sponsors of 
the pending amendment do not under
stand the agricultural problem because 
we come from more highly populated 
sections of the East. 

I proudly invite attention to the fact 
that the county where I live was the 
fifth county east of the Rocky Mountain 
States in agricultural production up un
til about 10 years ago. It is in the upper 

10 now. Delaware is a very small State 
in the Union; but let me say to the Sen
ator who represents next to the largest 
State in the Union that we outrank any 
county in his State in agricultural pro
duction. So I think I can speak with 
some knowledge of agriculture. 

The boast is made as to how much 
the Government makes as a result of 
the sugar program. First, I point out that 
this amendment would not affect the 
sugar payments, so that argument would 
not be valid on this particular amend
ment. 

However, if it were, I should like to 
comment briefiy and point out that the 
Government does not make money on the 
incentive payments on sugar. There is a 
tax levied against all sugar that is 
bought by the consumers--the house
wives of America-and that tax is di
verted into a special fund. Out of that 
fund are made the incentive payments. 
But to say that the Government makes 
money on it is not so. It does cost the 
housewives--through taxes--every time 
they buy a pound of sugar. On that basis, 
income tax payments collected from 
farmers could be placed into a separate 
fund and used to make these payments 
to the farmers. Some would be left over, 
and therefore we claim we are making 
money on the agriculture program; but 
that argument is not valid. 

We could continue that line of reason
ing, using the same argument on subsi
dies to the shipping industry or to any 
other industry. So, as long as these pay
ments are being paid from receipts col
lected in the form of taxes they repre
sent a cost to the American taxpayers. 

One of the arguments made is that this 
amendment would destroy the entire 
program. Let me cite a case where this 
can be abused. Congress passed a special 
Disaster Act 3 years ago. There had been 
a disaster in a certain area at that time, 
but instead of dealing with that disaster 
Congress passed a 5-year Disaster Act on 
the premise that the disaster would be 
continued every year for 5 years. Under 
this law if a man produces 100 acres of 
cotton in a certain area, for example, 
and it is too wet at the time for planting 
he can go to his local committeeman 
requesting certification that it is too wet 
to plant. He can then collect his full 
payment of approximately $100 per acre 
on the acreage he is not planting in cot
ton because of the wet conditions. 

Then after collecting his payments for 
the cotton he could not plant, under 
this same disaster program he is allowed 
to plant his acreage in soybeans or feed 
grains and get a Government support on 
that commodity. 

This has developed into a racket in 
certain areas. 

Under this loophole he can collect 
twice from the Governmeillt for the same 
acreage in the same year. Then suppose 
he has another 1,000 acres on another 
side of the farm; he can collect payments 
for leaving that out of production. 

Mr. President, I yield myself 2 addi
tional minutes. 

There has been so much duplication in 
this program that Congress has no con
trol over these payments to some of 
these corporate operaitions. 

To show that this restriction of pay-
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ments is not a revolutionary idea I Point 
out that the Agriculture Act we are 
dealing with today provides for a $2,500 
limitation on certain payments for soil 
improvement. That limitation was ap
proved on the conservation program sev
eral years ago after continual insistence 
on the part of some of us that large 
payments were not benefiting the small 
farmers. So there is a precedent. A com
plete record of these payments was 
placed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on 
May 23, 1968, pages 14684 to 14693. This 
list included the names and addresses 
of all payments in excess of $50,000 that 
were made in the past calendar year. 

Mr. President, I now yield such time 
as he may need to the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PELL]. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, when I was 
the owner of a small farm in Minnesota, 
the firm which managed it used to re
ceive money for crops which I had no 
intention of planting. After some years 
of doing that, it bothered me, and it was 
one reason why I sold that farm. So I 
sympathize with the discussion of the 
Senator from Delaware. 

Now I want to speak generally about 
the bill. 

The legislation being discussed today 
involves many complex problems over 
which Members of this Chamber have 
agonized for several decades. 

Though I have been here less than 8 
years, I have been faced several times in 
that relatively short period with the same 
imPonderables having to do with the 
agriculture of the United States. 

To use the word "agriculture" implies 
a rather narrow connotation. Perhaps all 
of us, rather, should adjust our minds 
to the very real fact that if legislation 
concerns agriculture it of necessity also 
concerns the most important commodi
ties in the life of all of our people-food 
and fiber. 

There are times, I think, when many 
of us dismiss agriculture legislation as 
"just another farm bill." Some of us ap
pear to vote on farm bills in very much 
that spirit. I do not exclude myself from 
the comment. 

As we face a vote on this bill, I must 
look squarely at my own record in this 
particular matter of farm legislation. 

I was among the majority that voted 
for this legislation in 1965. I did so be
cause it seemed to me, upon reflection, 
that the architects of the legislation had 
made a good case for their point of view 
and that they should be given an oppor
tunity to pursue a line of reasoning 
which they felt would work to help solve 
the farm dilemma so long with us. 

I was told then that the legislation
this was during the 1965 session-would 
accomplish three objectives: First, reduce 
Government costs for farm programs; 
second, help farmers; and, third, help 
hold down food costs. 

Even then, that appeared to me to be 
a very formidable set of objectives. In
deed, some of the opponents of the legis
lation told me at the time, I well remem
ber, that this was "an all things for all 
men" bill, and that it could not possibly 
achieve the results its sponsors were 
seeking. 

As we consider this bill now, I must 
consider the claims made back in 1965, 

and the record established by the legis
lation since it went into effect in 1966. 

As we all know, this bill concerns three 
major crop areas-wheat, feed grains
largely corn-and cotton. The central 
idea of the legislation was that it would 
institute payments to farmers directly 
from the Federal Treasury. These often 
are called compensatory payments for 
the reason that the design of the pay
ment from the Federal Treasury is to 
somehow make up the difference between 
the market price and an arbitrary price 
someone feels should be the real price. 

Right here, I am puzzled by the con
cept. I find it increasingly difficult to un
derstand how a Government official can 
determine real price. 

In any event, I am compelled now to 
consider the claims made for this legisla
tion. 

First. This legislation has not lowered 
Government costs for farm programs. As 
a matter of fact, it has increased money 
spent for agriculture programs at a time 
when all of us in the Congress are being 
forced to scratch every nook and cranny, 
seeking funds for worthy programs like 
those which must be instituted in the 
very critical urban areas of our Nation. 
This legislation is costing the taxpayers 
annually between $3 and $3.5 billion-I 
repeat, annually. 

Second. This legislation has not helped 
farmers as much as I would have .hoped. 
I find that wheat-one of the crops 
covered in this program-is at its lowest 
price in 26 years. I find, too, that when 
we discussed this bill we are talking only 
about a very few crops, and that just 
about two-thirds of agriculture is not 
covered at all by Government programs. 

Third. Food costs for consumers have 
not been held down. Let us look at what 
has happened to bread prices-since 
wheat is bread. According to the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, in the last 4 years the 
national average price of a 1-pound loaf 
of white bread has gone up one-half 
cent-from 20 to 2-0.5 cents. In most large 
cities, increases have been considerably 
greater. But, and here is the crux of the 
argument, the farm price of a bushel of 
wheat since 1964 has dropped from about 
$1.40 a bushel to $1.25 bushel. I was told 
only today that farmers in nearby Vir
ginia are selling wheat for $1.05 a bushel. 

Surely, we must add to the cost of 
bread--since almost everyone eats wheat 
products--the cost of these vast pay
ments made to wheat farmers-$525 mil
lion in 1965, $680 million in 1966, and 
$730 million in 1967-and still rising. 

The facts and the figures, as I see 
them, make it impossible for me to sup
port a 4-year extension of the legisla
tion for which I voted in 1965. 

It is most basic to me that, in any 
event, the legislation voted in 1965 does 
not expire until the end of December 
1969. 

What we are really voting on here 
today is legislation to extend that 1965 
act through 1970, and on. 

I cannot accept the argument that the 
administration which comes into office 
in 1969 cannot be trusted to work out a 
new program. Continuation of a bad pro
gram surely will not help set the stage 
for any logical solutions in the future. 

In addition, I have faith in the next 
administration, and I feel somewhat 

sorry that some of us feel the next ad
ministration will not be able to come to 
grips with situations which develop dur
ing the next term. Are we to reason like
wise about all matters which are likely 
to need consideration by the next ad
ministration? 

I have the added feeling that the con
sumers of this Na ti on are being short 
changed by the kind of legislation now 
before us. 

The legislation includes, among other 
things, a continuation and extension of 
the bread tax. This bread tax requires 
that the miller of wheat pay the Govern
ment a certificate tax of 75 cents for 
each bushel of wheat he mills for domes
tic consumption-bread, rolls, cake, bis
cuits, cookies, and so forth. Of course, 
this 75-cent charge is passed on directly 
to the baker. and then to the consumer. 

Presently, the bread tax is held to 75 
cents by law. Under the wording of the 
extension, the bread tax could be lifted 
to a higher figure by order of the Sec
retary of Agriculture. 

I know it follows that the Poorer peo
ple of our country eat more wheat 
products-bread and such-than those 
more fortunate. Every time we raise the 
price of bread, we make it that much 
harder for the poor family to buy food 
it desperately needs. 

I believe, too, that in making huge 
payments to farmers we serve to hamper 
the efficiency of farmers by making them 
comfortable, even lazy, in their produc
tion efforts. 

Why produce better wheat, why 
produce more and better wheat in 
greater amounts to the acre-and thus 
lower costs-if the Government all along 
is providing a cushion for the wheat
grower? 

In fact, the wheatgrowers of this Na
tion indicated in a referendum in 1963 
that they do not want Government sup
port prices at the expense of loss of 
ability to run their own operations. 

I believe that anytime food is produced 
less efficiently than it can be, the price 
of food to consumers will be more than 
it has to be. We have tried the impos
sible-now let us not vote to extend for 
~years the imPossible. 

UNDERSTANDING DE GAULLE 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, on my way 

to Czechoslovakia a little while ago, I 
stopped in Paris and observed the sec
ond round of the French parliamentary 
elections which gave President de 
Gaulle's party the largest parliamentary 
majority any party has ever had in mod
em French history. 

Because of his sometimes harsh words 
for our country, we often forget how 
much President de Gaulle has done for 
France. He was the symbol of free 
France at the time of her abject defeat 
and brutal occupation. He provided the 
leadership for his country's revival after 
the war and saved her from a Commu
nist takeover. Since 1958, he has pro
vided France with a stable government, 
has steered his country through the haz
ardous shoals of decolonization, has 
brought trust and friendship to France's 
relations with Germany, her enemy of 
500 years, and has restored France's 
pride. 
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When it came to the greatest interna
tional crisis our country has weathered 
in the last decade, the Cuban missile 
crisis, it was President de Gaulle who 
unqualifiedly stood with us. 

It has been difficult for many Ameri
cans to understand President de Gaulle. 
I recently came across a brief article 
that I found most helpful in this respect. 
It was written by the distinguished au
thor and critic, Prof. Henri Peyre, ·and 
was entitled "Understanding De Gaulle." 
I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle, published in the Yale Alumni mag
azine of June 1968, be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
A YALE BOOKSHELF--TOPIC: UNDERSTANDING 

DE GAULLE 
(NOTE.-A bookshelf for the general reader 

prepared each month by specialists among 
the Yale faculty and alumni.) 

(By Henri Peyre) 
Americans do not like to hate; lately many 

people have been distressed by their feeling 
that they should perhaps hate the president 
of the country traditionally called their 
oldest ally. 

De Gaulle has indeed seemed to be sniping 
at every move that the United States makes, 
to be obstructing every American initiative 
in international finance and world politics. 
The oracular and inspired manner in which 
De Gaulle utters his statements, always 
deliberate even when they seem to be sparked 
by the enthusiasm of the crowds acclaiming 
him, is profoundly alien to the American or 
British sensibilities. His impeccable logic 
(for once it should not be termed Cartesian, 
for he has always praised Bergson rather than 
Descartes) appears to Anglo-Saxons, as he 
calls them, more akin to madness. 

Yet, with remarkable fairness, many Amer
ioans respect him, envy France for having 
such a leader at her head, and make every 
effort to try and understand him. He has 
been called a narrow-minded nationalist, a 
man haunted by the past, a vengeful char
acter unable to forget or to forgive the scorn
ful treatment which was dealt him by Presi
dent Roosevelt. Nevertheless, he towers above 
all other statesmen today as the only one 
marked with greatness. He is a visionary, but 
even more a realist whose visions have more 
than once been fulfilled. Much as we hate to 
concede that he is close to infallibillty, we 
must own that he has seldom been wrong in 
his prophecies. If he looks backward and, as 
it has been said of him, if he loves the 
Frenchmen of today less than he loves their 
history, he also deserves to rank among those 
great men who all, according to G. K. Ches
terton, had their eyes fixed upon the past 
and climbed to greatness thereby. 

He has written profusely, and his books, 
especially the third volume of his Memoirs, 
are a delight to read. He is by far the greatest 
prose writer among all the monarchs who, 
since Julius Caesar, have governed Gaul or 
France. Those books also reveal his character, 
his personal courage, his wry humor, his 
feeling for natural beauty, his contradictions, 
and the few permanent obsessions which 
have been his. 

To be sure, De Gaulle has nurtured, over 
the last 25 years, quite a few justified 
grievances against American policy; and he, 
the most deeply catholic of the French rulers 
since Saint Louis, does not easily yield to 
forgiveness or to charity. 

President Roosevelt never had faith in him; 
he refused to believe that the French people 
in France were in large majority his 
enthusiastic supporters. He tried to set up the 
colorless and unpolitical figure of General 

Giraud against him. He kept from De Gaulle 
all the plans about landing in Normandy. 
He prepared a corps of military government 
experts to administer France, when she would 
be liberated, not realizing how humiliating 
that would be for the French resistance. He 
even suggested getting rid of De Gaulle by 
packing him off to Madagascar as the gover
nor of that island. That series of hum111atlng 
rebuffs has never been forgotten by De 
Gaulle; in his eyes, it was France that was 
being slighted. 

De Gaulle is not a grateful man. Gratitude 
seldom has prevailed among the rulers of na
tions. He was deeply wounded by the disre
gard, in 1958, of his proposal that Fr,'1nce, 
then unified under him, be accepted along 
with Britain as the third member of the 
council which would be consulted on deci
sions affecting the Western Alliance. He then 
resented the unilateral American decisions to 
land troops in Lebanon, to intervene in the 
Congo, to treat the United Nations in New 
York as an adjunct to the Department of 
State. He was irked by McNamara's haughty 
remonstrances on the uselessness of manu
facturing a paltry, old-fashioned French 
atomic bomb. His suggestions that NATO was 
outdated and that European continental 
powers should insist on America's promising 
a nuclear reply to any Russian attack on 
Europe were ignored. 

De Gaulle was probably most angered by 
the U.S. giving role of favored ally or satellite 
to Great Britain, and by the sanctimonious 
sermons admonishing France to stay out of 
the nuclear club. Next to that, he was irked 
by the American diplomatic efforts to turn 
Germany against France and to reserve Amer
ican favor or sympathy for the French parties 
who stood against De Gaulle or for the indi
viduals who advocated a different policy 
(Mendes-Fr1:1.nce, Lecanuet, Jean Monnet). 

Whatever his fa111ngs, De Gaulle's great
ness will, in the eyes of history, lie primarily 
in a fourfold achievement: ( 1) He strength
ened and made as final as anything can ever 
be in human affairs the peaceful cooperation 
of France and Germany and thus closed ten 
centuries of internecine strife in Europe; (2) 
He succeeded in his attempt, judged an im
possible dream until 1960, to "de-colonize," 
and thus far, from Algeria to Madagascar, the 
former French colonies have remained closely 
and devotedly linked to their protector and 
mentor; (3) He saved France from wha.t 
might very well have been a Communist take
over in 1944-45, when the Communists, riding 
on the prestige which their courage in the 
underground had brought them, ruthlessly 
shot or displaced those whose opposition they 
feared and were close to taking over many 
French cities; (4) He established a strong 
presidential regime in France, able to act 
speedily and efficiently in time of crisis. In a 
word, by introducing drastic structural re
forms, De Gaulle made it possible for France 
to live up to the motto whiich he coined for 
her: 'IFrance must marry her own time." She 
has, probably for good, ceased to look back
ward nostalgically. She is fully aware of "the 
American challenge." Gaullists and non
Gaullists are determined to do their best to 
meet it. 

Many of De Gaulle's pinpricks at the Amer
ican giant seemed to hurt: they probably 
have been salutary and there is much truth 
in hinting, as some Frenchmen do, that De 
Gaulle-bluntly, discourteously, ungrate
fully-says aloud to America what other 
European natl~ns all think in silence. From 
1945 to 1960, the United States acted as if 
it was certain that American power knew no 
limits and thalt Japan, South America, West
ern Europe, and the small emergent nations 
in Southeast Asia would necessarily fall 1n 
line. The power of the dollar and of American 
industry, the fear of the "agonizing reap
praisal" periodically threatened by Washing
ton, would deter anyone from protesting. The 
dollar gap in reverse, first predicted by a Yale 

economist whom no one then would believe 
and the deficit in the balance of payment~ 
and in the Federal budget, were dismissed as 
insignificant. 

Since 1960 or so, the countries which Amer
ica saved and put back on their feet have 
loudly or slyly, pointed to the limits of Amer~ 
ican power. They have to be reckoned with. 
NATO had, and has still, to be reorganized 
and rethought after D3 Gaulle's cruel de
nunciation of its blatant weaknesses. Europe, 
since the rebuke dealt England and France 
during the Suez crisis, is determined not to 
accept meekly the shield of American nuclear 
power, but to have its own. France had led 
the flag of protest; but other nations also 
know that not to develop nuclear energy
even bombs, rockets, nuclear submarines, and 
IBM machines and computers-is tanta
mount to remaining permanently the satel
lites of America. 

De Gaulle has played on the string of na
tionalism, stridently and unpleasantly. But, 
for years to come, nationalism is the one 
potent force in au the continents of the 
world, the locomotive of history which gives 
new nations their personalities and revital
izes old ones. It has been transcended and 
to begin with, broadened. Allegiance ca~ 
gradually be transferred from one African, 
South American, Asiatic, European nation to 
a confederacy of several of them; some day 
perhaps to a federation. 

Much as he worships France mystically, De 
Gaulle is even more a European nationalist 
than a French one. He well knows that ma
terially and economically, France is n~t ca
pable or desirous of governing or leading Eu
rope. But he also believes that only if Eu
ropean nations cease acting in disunion and 
sending their rulers separately to Washing
ton to secure favors and credits, and act as 
a coherent group toward the United States, 
can they some day become fully aware of 
European unity. 

De Gaulle's France has been a nuisance. 
She has been shocked more than once by 
the bluntness of her own leader: stunned 
when he used an unfortunate sentence to re
gret the assertiveness of the Israelis and ad
vised them to use charity and restraint to the 
Arab nations; surprised, if not stunned, when 
he meddled in Canadian affairs. It is, in point 
of fact, far from certain that he was wrong 
in the first case: a permanent humiliation 
of the Arab peoples might well throw them 
into Communism for good. In the case of 
Canada, a number of people have, since De 
Gaulle's bombshell, reflected that reforms in 
the status of French Canada (with regard to 
her language, her culture, her economic sta
tus) were imperative; without them, a parti
tion might some day loom as no more impos
sible than the once deemed impossible parti
tion of Pakistan and India. 

But whether or not De Gaulle's blunt 
prophecies are eventually fulfilled (and his 
record has been, in that respect, more aston
ishing than that of any other man of this cen
tury), the one broad-minded and cool at
titude to adopt toward him is to look for the 
usefulness of his strictures of this country. 
Haughty critics may well be of greater bene
fit to a great power like the United States 
than obsequious flatterers. It is likely that, 
for a few years at least, another combina
tion of parties or forces, more to the left, will 
succeed the Gaull1st regime, whose self
rlghteous infallib111ty has irked even the 
French. But it is more than likely that while 
the foreign policy of France will change 
somewhat in style, its substance will remain 
very much the same. Indeed, since any other 
group of parties will have to take into its 
own midst Communist leaders, and take heed 
of Communist demands in foreign policy, it 
may well be that this country will find the 
next French government more intractable 
than the present one and will some day 
sigh for the era when the General admon
ished America. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE-EN

ROLLED BILL SIGNED 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill <S. 510) providing for full 
disclosure of corporate equity owner
ship of securities under the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934. 

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1968 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <S. 3590) to extend and im
prove legislation for maintaining farm 
income, stabilizing prices and assuring 
adequate supplies of agricultural com
modities. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, in behalf of the distinguished Sen
ator from Delaware, I yield the distin
guished Senator from Texas 5 minutes. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
there are more than 3,000 counties and 
parishes in the United States. Of those 
more than 3,000, the overwhelming ma
jority lost population between 1940 and 
1950, and an overwhelming majority 
continued to lose population from 1950 to 
1960. Moreover, a majority are still los
ing population. 

This farm bill helps stabilize popula
tion and slow the flight of people from 
the rural areas to the cities. The faster 
people come from the rural areas to the 
cities, the greater the urban problems 
that plague this country. 

I attended, this week, a symposium on 
the cost of the aerospace industry, most 
of which is subsidized by the Govern
ment, most of it being military. 

It was developed there, Mr. President, 
that there are 1.6 million workers in the 
aerospace industry in America. Six hun
dred thousand of those workers are in 
southern California. Their average 
wages, paid by the Government-the 
taxpayers--are more than $10,000 per 
worker per year. That is $6 billion paid 
to aerospace workers, most of it out of 
tax money, in southern California each 
year-or about the cost of the entire 
farm program for all 50 States. 

I love to visit that beautiful country 
in southern California. I have nothing 
against its people. But I wish to point 
out that in consideration of the na
tional economy, it is folly to talk about 
the farm program being a waste of 
money, when some of it goes into each 
of more than 98 percent of the counties 
of the United States, and helps stabi
lize the whole economy of this country; 
and it has a sociological and govern
mental advantage far beyond food and 
agriculture itself. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I am authorized by the Senator 
from Delaware to yield back all remain
ing time from his hour on the amend
ment. 

RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW AT 
10 A.M. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, if there be no further business to 
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-

cordance with the previous order, that 
the Sepate stand in recess until 10 
o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 6 
o'clock and 44 minutes p.mJ the Sen
ate took a recess until tomorrow, Satur
day, July 20, 1968, at 10 a.m. 

NOMINATION 
Executive nomination received by the 

Senate July 19, 1968: 
FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORATION 

Irvine H . Sprague, of California, to be a 
member of the Board of Directors of the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation for a 
t erm of 6 years, vice William W. Sherrill, 
resigned. 

CONFffiMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate July 19, 1968: 
SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

Howard J. Samuels, of New York, to be Ad
ministrator of the Small Business Adminis
tration. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Robert C. Moot, of Virginia, to be an As
sistant Secretary of Defense. 

POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 

Victor Frenkil, of Maryland, to be a mem
ber of the Advisory Board for the Post Of
fice Department. 

POSTMASTERS 

ALABAMA 

Grady D. Cope, Huntsville. 
ARKANSAS 

William F. Woods, Hazen. 
R. E. Johnson, State University. 
Dalene I. Surratt, Tucker. 
Leonard E. Tripp, Wheatley. 

CALIFORNIA 

James P Hutler, Chico. 
Vern T. Conner, Dixon. 
Harmon G. Hawblitzel, Duarte. 
Joseph E. Alecci, Grover City. 
Betty N. Raines, Macodel. 
William J. McGovern, Millbrae. 
Jerald A. Egbert, Rancho Mirage. 
Jeanne W. McMahan, Sierra City. 
Carl H. Penfield, Tujunga. 
Marie C. Donadio, Woodbridge. 

CONNECTICUT 

Robert L. Parent, Haddam. 
FLORIDA 

Clarence W. Martin, Jr., Bartow. 
Rowena. S. Eubanks, Bristol. 
Charles Rockett, Flagler Beach. 
Ralph H. Finke, Indian Rocks Beach. 
Gloria D. Pearce, Killarney. 
May M. Roberts, Pomona Park. 
Joachim J. Svetlosky, Saint Leo. 

GEORGIA 

John D. Lance, Bogart. 
J. Ray Grant, Forsyth. 
Virginia. R. Roberts, Haralson. 
Gordon W. Allen, Red Oak. 
James D. Tarver, Jr., Wadley. 

HAWAII 

Arthur C. Kong, Ewa Beach. 
Taishi Tomono, Hawaii National Park. 
Ernest A. Cravalho, Pala. 

ILLINOIS 

Steven E. Ducaj, Riverside. 
INDIANA 

Ralph E. Bowland, Amboy. 
Elmer R. Tekulve, Columbus. 
Dolly M. Hall, Eminence. 
Max W. Gooch, Harmony. 
Matthew J. Purzycki, Notre Dame. 
Wilbur D. Hall, Orleans. 
Edwin R. Bartholomae, Plainfield. 
Erskine L. Crosby, Ramsey. 

IOWA 

Raymond D. Showalter, Bettendorf. 
Paul H. Stineman, Grandview. 
Daniel B. Forward, Henderson. 
Robert L. Kerkvliet, Larchwood. 
Keith W. Davis, Malcom. 
Esther V. Tow, Superior. 

KANSAS 

Evelyn J. Rappard, Burlingame. 
June E. Schoneman, Edwardsv11le. 
Francis W. Escher, Herndon. 
Norman M. Wiley, South Haven. 
Ernest G. Cutter, Wallace. 

KENTUCKY 

Gladys R. Boling, Lackey. 
LOUISIANA 

Herman H. Nunez, Bell City. 
Lessie G. Stafford, Collinston. 
Paul V. Burke, New Orleans. 
Louis 0. Troxler, New Sarpy. 
Vera M. Hornsby, Pine Grove. 
Kenneth 0. Halbrook, Pollock. 

MAINE 

Paul A. Beliveau, Brownfield. 
MARYLAND 

Melvin G. Bussey, Glen Burnie. 
Thomas C. Hayden, La Plata. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Rena F. Simmons, Dunstable. 
Charles R. Santos, Lowell. 

MICHIGAN 

Homer L. Blamer, Atlanta. 
Charles E. Yaeger, Bloomfield Hills. 
Elwood F. Barkkari, Chassell. 
Thomas S. Dzarnowski, Gaastra. 
Thomas A. Greene, Kinde. 
Clement J. Cassette, Mohawk. 
George P. Woodruff, Oden. 
Donald J. Wiltshire, Onaway. 
Carl Wudarcki, Ortonville. 
Truman R. Horton, Oxford, 
Sidney D. Reinbold, Pellston. 
Bole P. Centala, Posen. 
Arthur S. C. Waterman, Roseville. 
Edward R. Vaughan, South Haven. 
Shurley C. Mcintyre, Vassar. 
Benjamin L. Bement, Webberville. 

MINNESOTA 

Mario A. Colletti, Aurora. 
Vernon W. Olson, Bellingham. 
Joseph R. Anderson, Belview. 
Francis J. O'Keefe, Prior Lake. 
Donna K. Hill, Soudan. 
Lowell J. DeBus, Welcome. 

MISSISSIPPI 

Robert L. Stubbs, Magee. 
MISSOURI 

John C. Greenwell, Jr., Adrian. 
Oharles C. Farris, Ava. 
Paul C. Mallery, De Soto. 
Charles E. Davis, Fillmore. 
Marvin H. Hamann,.Liguori. 
Ermal D. cameron, Pattonsburg. 
J. Donald O'Connor, Perry. 
Hosea. Rhoades, Thayer. 
Cecil B. Allison, Tipton. 

MONTANA 

Harold 0. Gunderson, Havre. 
NEVADA 

George H. Smith, Zephyr Cove. 
NEW JERSEY 

Lois L. Kern., Readington. 
Hermine B. Kuhl, Three Bridges. 

NEW MEXICO 

John R. Robertson, Lordsburg. 
NORTH CAROLINA 

Robert I. Parnell, 'Lumberton. 
Jackson B. Jones, Madison. 
Robert L. Rowe, Marlon. 
Berna.rd J. Carter, Stoneville. 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Roland J. Nelson, Churchs Ferry. 
Arthur 0. Johnson, Lehr. 
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OHIO 

:Mary M. Fox, Blue Rock. 
Mabel M. Tobin, Chatfield. 
Leonard W. Mueller, Grove City. 
Paul E. Rowse, Harpster. 
Dwayne L. Mathias, Phillipsburg. 
Robert W. Weber, Shelby. 
Robert Burns, Sidney. 

OKLAHOMA 

Albert E. Swearinger. Arcaa1a. 
Lee T. Goodwin, Concho. 
Dora E. HilUary, Medicine Park. 

OREGON 

Madonna L. crescenzl, Ob.emult 
Charles A. Schiedler, Scotts Mills. 
Jennabelle M. Vincent, Weston. 

:PENNSYLVANIA 

Mary C. Cardone, Bairdford. 
Wilfrid G. Minner, Bally. 
Mary F. Holdren, Beaver. 
Wilma J. Lacey, Buena Vista. 
John A. Antonetti, Bulger. 
Russell E. Horner, Burnharm. 
Charles J. Hiler, Camp Hill. 
Mary R. O'Connor, Heckschervme. 
Annaglad J. Angelo, Isabella. 
Ferry E. Dysinger, Miflllntown. 
Michael J. Noone, Jr., Moscow. 
Lester E. Roth, Nazareth. 
Joseph D. LaGorga, North Versames. 
Richard A. Pfeifer, Portersville. 
Alfred C. Bush, Portland. 
George R. Tomko, Sharon. 
Robert A. Mowrey, Sybertsvllle. 
Lydia E. Harris, Valencia. 

PUERTO RICO 

Felix Rivera-Munoz, Naranjlto. 
SOUTH DAKOTA 

Jtlldlng C. Nelson, Stockholm. 
Richard R. Jacobson, Valley Springs. 

TENNESSEE 

Gecil E. Collier, Church Hill. 
Colleen C. Mee.Its, Coalmont. 
Willard S. Vitatoe, Crab Orchard. 
William F. Massey, Hartsville. 
William J. Swann, Jefferson City. 
John L. Marrs, Lobelville. 
Jim C. Tolley, Lynchburg. 
Linus L. Sims, Memphis. 
Wiley R. Williamson, New Johnsonville. 
Oren W. Johnson, Parrottsville. 
Arthur J. Robinson, Sherwood. 
Lawrence E. Shell, Watauga. 
Edsel C. Floyd, Watertown. 

TEXAS 

Bllly J. Enloe, Allen. 
Verner s. Howard, Carrizo Springs. 
Olan H. Wade, Cushing. 
Iva K. W11llams, Diana. 
Michael S. Ball, Elmendorf. 
Marlon T. Seale, Giddings. 
Barney W. Oliver, Greenville. 
Maxwell Barkley, Hearne. 
James W. McMillan, Kingsville. 
Daniel T. Bailey, Jr., Longview. 
Herbert L. Clayton, Olney. 
Billie W. Creed, Plano. 
Russell W. McFarland, Portland. 
John C. Gregg, Santa Anna. 
Conley C. Bradshaw, Silsbee. 
Thomas J. Leatherwood, Sr., Tyler. 

VERMONT 

Armlna M. Fletcher, Cambridge. 
Elspeth P. Eaton, North Thetford. 

VIBGINIA 
Joseph J. Restein II, Cape Charles. 
Earl T. Patton, Jewell Ridge. 
Robert G. Moore, Lexington. 
Elsie B. Rich, elaluda. 
Callie H. Stevens, Stanleytown. 

WASHINGTON 

Frank R. Costi, Black Diamond. 
Harold F. Van Horne, Elk. 
Frank M. Suhadolnik, Prosser. 
Fredrick W Bremmer. Republlc. 

Frank R. McGuire, Shelton. 
Robert L. Pallett, Tenino. 

WEST VIRGINIA 

Norval J. Tutwiler, Clarksburg. 
Vernon A. Shahan, Saint George. 
Rutha Mae Davis, Switzer. 

WISCONSIN 

Henry J. Jarosz, Armstrong Creek. 
Robert M. Hulverson, Durand. 
Patrick J. McGinley, Gays M111s. 
Harold C. Ristow, La Crosse. 
Lorraine J. Olson, Maiden Rock. 
Leslie R. Stevenson, Marinette. 
s. Jane Abbott, Oconomowoc. 
Jerome J. Zodrow, Princeton. 
Robert T. Kauth, West Bend. 

lN THE ARMY 

The following-named officer for appoint
ment in the Regular Army of the United 
States, iv the grade indlcatect, under the 
provisions of title 10, United States Code, sec
tions 3284 and 3306: 

To be brigadier general, Veterinary Corps 
Col. Wilson Marshall Osteen, 084815, Veli

erinary Corps, U.S. Army. 
1. The 1ollowing-named ofiicers for tem

porary appointment in the Army of the 
United States, to the grade indicated, unaer 
the provisions of title 10, United States Code, 
sections 3442 and 3447: 

To be major general 
Brig. Gen. Andrew Peach Rollins, Jr., 

024237, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). , 

Brig. Gen. William Thomas Bradley, 021768 
Army of the United States (colonel. U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. t;alve Hugo Matheson, 036~53, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Karl William Gastafson, 
045560, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. William Robertson De::sobry, 
024262, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Leo Henry Schweiter, 034334, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. John Lou•.s KUngenhagen, 
039223, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Walter James Woolwine, 023795, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Ralph Longwell Foster, 022669, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). . 

Brig. Gen. Herron Nichols Maples, 045920, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. John Frederick Freun<'.i, 023334, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Leo Bond Jones, 024255, Army 
of the United States (colonel, U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Wllliam Allen Knowlton, 
025436, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Jack Jennings Wagstaff, 035585, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U .S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Linton Sinclair Boatwright, 
023968, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Hugh Franklin Foster, Jr., 
023837, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Donald Hugh McGovern, 036851, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Orwin Clark Talbott, 024617, 
Army of the United States . (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Kenneth Lawson Johnson, 
036285, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Willard Roper, 033605, Army 
of the United States (co~onel, U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Albert Ernest Milloy, 035289, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Donn Royce Pepke, 025188, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Willis Dale Crittenberger, Jr., 
024893, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Harris Whitton Hollis, 053724, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Francis Paul Koisch, 024669, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Robert Bruce Smith, 046241, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. William John Durrenberger, 
025099, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. James Leon Baldwin, 036864, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Morgan Garrott Roseborough, 
022681, Army of the United States (colonel 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Edward Bautz, Jr., 034750, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Jack Carter Fuson, 036184, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Wllliam Henry Blakefl.eld, 
033927, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Elvy Benton Roberts, 025781, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. George Samuel Beatty, Jr., 
025268, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

2. The following-named offi.cers for ap
pointment in the Regular Army of the United 
States, to the grade indicated, under the pro
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec
tions 3284 and 3306 : 

To be brigadier general 
Brig. Gen. Wiliam Thomas Bradley, 021768, 

Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Ralph Longwell Foster, 022669, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Morgan Garrott Roseborough, 
022681, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. John Frederick Freund, 023334, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Walter James Woolwine, 023795, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Hugh Franklin Foster, Jr., 
023837, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Linton Sinclair Boatwright, 
023968, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Maj. Gen. James William Sutherland, Jr., 
024202, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Maj. Gen. Elmer Hugo Almquist, Jr., 
024228, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Andrew Peach Rollins, Jr., 
024237, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Leo Bond Jones, 024255, Army of 
the United States (colonel, U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. William Robertson Desobry, 
024262, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Maj. Gen. Wllliam Albert Becker, 024267, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Willard Roper, 033605, Army of 
the United States (colonel, U.S. Army). 

Lt. Gen. Frederick Carlton Wayand, 033736, 
Army of the United States (col,onel, U.S. 
Army). 
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Maj. Gen. George Irvin Forsythe, 024510, 

Army of the United Sta.tes (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Maj. Gen. Robert Charles Forbes, 024511, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Orwin Clark Talbott, 024617, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. William John Durrenberger, 
025099, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Maj. Gen. Walter Philip Leber, 025130, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Donn Royce Pepke, 025188, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Maj. Gen. Robert Edmondston Coffin, 
025234, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Maj. Gen. John Hancock Hay, Jr., 025290, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. James Joseph Gibbons, 025355, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. William Henry Blakefl.eld, 
033927, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Maj. Gen. Richard Joe Seitz, 033979, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Maj. Gen. Clarence Joseph Lang, 040705, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Maj. Gen. George Lafayette Mabry, Jr., 
034047, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Maj. Gen. John Scarborough Hughes, 
034271, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Herron Nichols Maples, 045920, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Leo Henry Schweiter, 034334, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Ms i. Gen. Ellis Warner Williamson, 034484, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Maj. Gen. William Eugene DePuy, 034710, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Karl Wllliam Gustafson, 
045560, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Robert Bruce Smith, 046241, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Edward Bautz, Jr., 034750, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 
· Maj. Gen. Richard Thomas Knowles, 
035418, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Maj. Gen. Donald Harry Cowles, 035735, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Maj. Gen. John Russell Deane, Jr., 024835, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Maj. Gen. Samuel William Koster, 024873, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Maj. Gen. George Marion Seignious II, 
047226, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

The following-named omcers for temporary 
appointment in the Army of the United 
States, to the grade indicated, under the pro
visions of title 10, United .States Code, sec
tions 3442 and 3447: 

To be brigadier general 
Col. Harold Gregory Moore, ·.Jr., 027678, 

Army of the United States (lieutenant 
colonel, U.S. Army). 

Col. George William Casey, 027609, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Col. Judson Frederick M1ller, 038518, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Col. c. J. Levan, 038124, Army of the 
United States (11eutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. William Ward Watkin, Jr., 024664, 
U.S. Army. 

Col. Robert Carter McAlister, 027159, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant 
colonel, U.S. Army). 

Col. Alexander Russell Bolling, Jr., 026066, 
U.S. Army. 

Col. Frederic Ellls Davison, 045682, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Wi111am Love Starnes, 025475, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Marlin Watson Camp, 035999, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. John Holloway Cushman, 026483, 
Army of the United States (11eutenant colo
nel, U.S. Army). 

Col. DeWitt Clinton Armstrong III, 025441, 
U.S. Army. 

Col. Fred Ernest Karhohs, 056540, Army of 
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Richard Carter Horne III, 040863, 
U.S. Army. 

Col. Samuel Lafayette Reid, 035160, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Robert Creel Marshall, 025467, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. James William Gunn, 040896, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. James Joseph Ursano, 037890, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Col. Donald Volney Rattan, 027695, Army 
of the· United States (lieutenant colonel, 
U.S. Army.) 

Col. John Howard Elder, Jr., 053453, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. John Charles Bennett, 027263, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. George Washington Putnam Jr., 
039206, U.S. Army. 

Col. Emmett Robinson Reynolds, 025489, 
U.S. Army. 

Col. George Monroe Bush, 027072, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Col. -Dennis Philip McAuUffe, 026609, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant col
onel, U.S. Army). 

Col. Sidney Michael Marks, 036977, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. George Gordon Cantlay, 025979, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Arthur Hamilton Sweeney, Jr., 040865, 
U.S. Army. 

Col. George Murrell Snead, Jr., 027028, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo
nel, U.S. Army). 

Col. James Cliffton Smith, 038314, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Ool. William Ross Bond, 036618, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Bertram Kall Gorwitz, 080092, Army of 
the Vnited States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. John Kirk Singlaub, 037040, Army of 
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. John Woodland Morris, 025992, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Harold Arthur Kissinger, 039445, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Col. Claude Monroe McQuarrie, Jr., 027434, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo
nel, U.S. Army). 

Col. Joseph Edward Pieklik, 036942, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Henry John Schroeder, Jr., 026028, 
U.S. Army. 

Col. Thomas Fuller McCord, 0414849, U.S. 
Army Reserve. 

Col. Edward Michael Dooley, 038168, Army 
o:f the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Hubert Summers Cunningham, 
039303, Army of the United States (lieu
tenant colonel, U.S. Army). 

Col. Wallace Clifton Magathan, Jr., 025861, 
U.S. Army. 

Col. Jack MacFarlane, 038463, Army of the 
United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Maurice Wesley Kendall, 027003, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Harold Robert Parfitt, 025914, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Richard Hubert Groves, 027141, Army 
Of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Richard Harold Johnson, 027179, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo
nel, U.S. Army). 

Col. Stewart Canfield Meyer, 025560, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Edwin Bradstreet Owen, 047079, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Michael Edward Leeper, 046552, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. David Ewing Ott, 026522, Army of the 
United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Clarke Tileston Baldwin, Jr., 026037, 
U.S. Army. 

Col. Jack Alvin Albright, 040870, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Hugh Richard Higgins, 036183, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Charles Morton Young, Jr., 047107, 
U.S. Army. 

Col. Bert Alison David, 028441, Army of 
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Sam Sims Walker, 028197, Army of the 
United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. William Burns Caldwell III, 057280, 
Army of the United States (major, U.S. 
Army). 

IN THE NAVY 

Rear Adm. Bernard M. Strean, U.S. Navy, 
having been designated for commands and 
other duties determined by the President to 
be within the contemplation of title 10, 
United States Code, section 5231, for ap. 
pointment to the grade of vice admiral while 
so serving. 

Rear Adm. John A. Tyree, Jr., U.S. Navy, 
having been designated for commands and 
other duties determined by the President to 
be within the contemplation of title 10, 
United States Code, section 5231, for ap
pointment to the grade of vice admiral while 
so serving. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 
The nominations beginning Robert X. 

Williams, to be captain, and ending Thomas 
O. Zorn, Jr., to be second lieutenant, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on 
July 8, 1968; and 

The .nominations beginning Ger~~rd R. 
Abendhoff, to be colonel, and ending Dona.Id 
F. Taucher, to be first lieutenant, which 
nominatiori:s were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on 
July 8, 1968. 

IN THE ARMY 

The nom1.nations beginning David A. 
Clarke, to be captain, and ending John E. 
Wilks m, to be second lieutenant, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on 
July 10, 1968. 

IN THE NAV1 

The nominations beginning Louise Bare
ford, to be captain, and ending John W. 
Johnson, to be permanent lieutenant com
mander and temporary commander, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OD 
July 10, 1968. 
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